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In indicating that it had no objection to 
relief under the particular. clrcujnstance| of 
this case, the Air Force in its’ report to the 
House Judiciary Committee stated: 

“There are no administrative procedures 
under which the Air Force could relieve JVfr. 
Stanford of his liability to refund the 
$3,044.16 LQA overpayment. At the time of 
his separation on October 31, 1969, his lump 
sum leaye payment. of $1,122.54 for 318 hours 
of annual leave was withheld' as, partial re- 
payment. On February 17, 1970, Mr. Stanford 
was advised by the Air Force Accounting and 
Finance Office, Ramstein, Germany, that de- 
ducting this lump sum annual leave pay- 
ment amount of $1,122.54 from the pyerpay- 
ment, leaves a balance due the. United .States 
of $1,921.62. No further collection ftcj,ipn yvas 
taken. Mr. Stanford received the LQA pay- 
ment of $3,044.16 In good faith and in re- 
liance upon determinations made by re- 
sponsible officials. 

“Based upon the above, the Department of 
the Air Force interposes no objection to the 
enactment of H.R. 16965,“ 

The committee is in agreement with the 
conclusions arrived ajt by the House, Judici- 
ary Committee and accordingly recommends 
favorable consideration of H.R, 169^5. with- 
out amendment. _ , 


JOINT ARMY- AIR FORCE EFFORT TO 

LIBERATE AMERICAN P.OW’S HERD 

CAPTIVE BY NORTH VIETNAM , 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
resolution (S. Res, 486) relating to the 
joint Army-Air Force effort to liberate 
American prisoners of war held captive 
by North Vietnam, which had been re- 
ported from the Committee on the Judi- 
ciary with an amendment: 

Beginning on page 3, line 1, after the 
Word “Resolved” strike all through line 
17, and on page 4, line 1, strike the words 
“rescue mission,”; and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

That the official command, officers and men 
involved in the military expedition of No- 
vember 21, 1970, seeking release from cap- 
tivity of United states prisoners of war be- 
lieved to be held by the enemy near Hanoi, 
North Vietnam, be commended for the cour- 
age they displayed in this hazardous and 
humanitarian undertaking which has lifted 
the hopes and spirits of our brave men im- 
prisoned and fighting, as well as Americans 
everywhere. 

Resolved further, That a copy of this reso- 
lution be forwarded by the Secretary of the 
Senate to each person who participated in 
the special Joint Army-Air Force rescue 
mission. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

■ The resolution, as amended, was agreed 

TO. 

^The preamble was amended and agreed 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the Record an excerpt from the report 
<No. 81-1493), explaining the purposes 
of the measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the Record 
as follows: , 

/ Th ® soIe purpose of the resolution is to 
commend the courage of the officers and 
men who carried out the hazardous mission 
of the special Joint Army-Air Force task 
force to Son Tay, North Vietnam, on No- 
vember 21, 1970. 

Senate Resolution 486, the subject of this 
report, was introduced November 25 by Sen- 
nl° r himself and 34 cosponsors. It 

Was ordered to lie over under the rule, and 


on November 30 it was ordered to be placed 
on the calendar. On December 8, the reso- 
lution was referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations with instruction to re- 
port within 10 days. 

Dn December 14 and 15, the committee 
received the written comments of the De- 
partments of State and Defense, respectively, 
endorsing the resolution. Under the Instruc- 
tions of the Senate, the committee consid- 
ered the resolution in executive session on 
December 14 and 17. On the latter date, 
the resolution was ordered reported with an 
amendment In the nature of a substitute. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

Whereas conditions have not materially 
improved in the year since Congress passed 
H. Con. Res. 454 calling for humane treat- 
ment and release of American prisoners of 
war 'held by North Vietnam and the Na- 
tional Liberation Front; and 

Whereas increasing numbers of American 
military personnel remain in captivity in 
North Vietnam in circumstances which vio- 
late the Geneva Convention of 1949 on prls- 
, oners of war and offend standards of human 
djpency, some having so remained for as 
^-rong as 1 six years; and 

Whereas the Government of North Viet- 
nam and the National Liberation Front have 
refused to identify the prisoners they hold, 
tq allow impartial inspection of camps, to 
permit free exchange of mall between pris- 
■ oners and their families, and to release se- 
riously sick and Injured prisoners, as re- 
quired by the Geneva Convention, despite 
repeated entreaties from world leaders: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the official command, offi- 
cers and men involved in the military ex- 
pedition of November 21, 1970, seeking re-' 
lease from captivity of United States prison- 
ers of war believed to be held by the enemy 
near Hanoi, North Vietnam, be commended 
for the courage they displayed in this haz- 
ardous and humanitarian undertaking which 
has lifted the hopes and spirits of our brave 
men imprisoned and fighting, as well as 
Americans everywhere. 

Resolved further. That a copy of this reso- 
lution be forwarded by the Secretary of the 
Senate to each person who participated in 
the special Joint Army-Air Force rescue mis- 
sion. 

Mr. DOLE subsequently said: Mr. 
President, earlier today the Senate 
adopted Senate Resolution 486, On No- 
vember 25, I submitted that resolution, 
which was ultimately sponsored by 40 
Senators, and asked unanimous consent 
that it me given immediate consideration 
in order to demonstrate the Senate’s 
gratitude and respect for the courage 
demonstrated by the Army and Air Force 
personnel who carried out the Son Tay 
prisoner rescue attempt. 

It was hoped the Senate would act on 
the resolution with the same dispatch as 
the House did in order that the expres- 
sion of gratitude by both Houses of Con- 
gress could be available at the time spe- 
cial ceremonies were held honoring the 
meh involved in the rescue mission. How- 
ever, the resolution was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations. 

On December 7, the House of Repre- 
sentatives passed a similar resolution — 
the text of which was read by the reso- 
lution’s sponsors at the awards ceremony 
on December 9. While the sentiments of 
the.U.S, Senate could not be represented 
at the ceremony, today’s action affirms 
not only the Senate’s recognition of the 
courage demonstrated by the men who 
took part in the hazardous mission to 
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rescue American prisoners of war from 
the Son Tay Prison but it also must be 
interpreted as a strong indication to 
North Vietnam that we condemn the 
continued inhumane treatment of Amer- 
ican prisoners of war held by North Viet- 
nam and the National Liberation Front. 
Their refusal to comply with even the 
minima] standards of human decency is 
not acceptable to Americans, whatever 
their personal opinion of the Vietnam 
war. Passage of this resolution during 
the Christmas season cannot be a sub- 
stitute for the return of those American 
prisoners to their families and loved 
ones, but it is appropriate that these 
families know the American people care 
and join them in their prayers for the 
safe return of their men. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem- 
pore. At this time, in accordance with 
the previous order, the Chair now recog- 
nizes the distinguished Senator from 
Florida (Mr. Gurney) for not to exceed 
1 hour. 


TRIBUTES TO THE HONORABLE 

SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, THE SEN- 
IOR SENATOR FROM FLORIDA 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, we are 
here today to honor my most distin- 
guished colleague, the senior Senator 
from Florida, Spessard Holland, who is 
retiring after almost 25 years of service 
in this great legislative body. In preface 
I wish to make some general remarks. 
These are troublesome times and with 
American involvement in the war in 
Vietnam, racial strife, rising crime, and 
other problems there bias been in recent 
years much public soul searching and in- 
trospection about the American com- 
monwealth. It has been suggested in 
some quarters that the American spirit 
has been marred, even that the national 
psyche has been mortally wounded. 
There is much hand wringing and pes- 
simism about our future; many recrimi- 
nations about our recent past. 

Mr. President, I do not, and I cannot 
share this pessimistic moctf. While I 
recognize the frailties and the fallibility 
of men, and while I think our mistakes 
and wrong turnings must always be ex- 
posed and corrected, I have ultimate 
confidence in basic goodness of the Amer- 
ican system and the durability of the 
American spirit. 

I think one of the roots of my optimism 
has been my experience; here in the Sen- 
ate in the last 2 years. And my confidence 
is justified, I think, because of the caliber 
and the dedication I have found in the 
Members of this august Chamber. We 
are today honoring one of the most dis- 
tinguished Members as his retirement 
approaches — the distinguished senior 
Senator from Florida, the Honorable 
Spessard L. Holland. I suggest that the 
fact our country has produced a man 
like Spessard Holland is cause for opti- 
mism: I suggest that the presence of 
Spessard Holland in public life shows 
the basic good sense of our people, and 
I suggest that his entire career is a mon- 
ument to the best elements in our na- 
tional life. 

Senator Holland’s career and presence 
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in public life justifies our faith in de- 
mocracy and reinforces my belief in 
the essential virtue and goodness of our 
Republic. 

Senator Holland was bom in Bartow , 
Fla., on July 10, 1892. He was the son of 
Benjamin Franklin Holland, a native of 
Georgia and a confederate veteran who 
came to Florida in 1881, and Fannie Vir- 
ginia Spessard Holland, who had been 
born in Virginia. 

H6 was graduated from Summerlin In- 
stitute, which is now the Bartow High 
School, in 1909, and in 1912 he received 
his bachelor's degree, magna cum laude, 
from Emory College in Atlanta. Senator 
Holland graduated from the University 
of Florida Law School in 1916. 

In college, he earned membership in the 
Phi Beta Kappa Society and qualified for 
a Rhodes scholarship, which he was un- 
able to accept because of the outbreak 
of World War I. 

He was, of course, an outstanding col- 
lege athlete who played varsity football, 
baseball, and basketball in college— when 
he was not busy as a member of the track 
team. He was, in fact, offered a contract 
in 1916 by Connie Mack to play profes- 
sional baseball with the Philadelphia 
Athletes. If he had chosen to go that 
route, he would doubtless be in the Hall of 
Fame at Cooperstown. But World War I 
intervened. 

In 1917, he entered in the service of Iris 
country. Commissioned a second lieuten- 
ant in the coast artillery, he went to 
France in 1917 and transferred to the 
Army Air Corps and saw action at the 
Meuse Argonne, Champaign, St. Mihiel, 
and Luneville in 1918. He is credited with 
officially downing a German aircraft and 
he lost his own plane in combat. In 1918, 
he was awarded the Distinguished Serv- 
ice Cross with the citation noting “ex- 
traordinary heroism in connection with 
military operations against an armed 
enemy." At the end of the hostilities., he 
was a captain. 

In 1919, he returned home and made 
one of the wisest decisions of his life: 
He married Miss Mary Groover of Fort 
White, Fla. The Hollands have two sons 
and two daughters and 13 grandchil- 
dren. Both sons, who are now attorneys 
practicing in Florida, saw- action in 
World War H. 

After his war service, Senator Hol- 
land practiced law briefly before accept- 
ing an appointment as prosecuting at- 
torney for Polk County. In 1920, he was 
elected county judge. 

In 1932, he was elected to the Florida 
State Senate where he served for 8 
years. In that role, he sponsored various 
measured aims at reducing taxes, over- 
hauling the Florida school code and im- 
proving the State’s public educational 
system, increasing teacher salaries, and 
setting up retirement benefits. He also 
wrote and sponsored legislation to cre- 
ate the citrus commission, and legisla- 
tion for old age assistance, workman’s 
compensation, and unemployment in- 
surance. He also sponsored the soil con- 
servation districts act, the cooperative 
market act, and the fair trade act. He 
was a leader in the fight to abolish tine 
State poll tax. 

Senator Holland was elected Gover- 
nor of Florida in 1940 and served from 
January 1941 to January 1945, his term 


loughly covering the World War II pe- 
riod. 

He was appointed to the Senate to fill 
the unexpired term of the late Senator 
Charles Andrews in September 1946 and 
was elected to the U.S. Senate for the 
first time in November 1946. He was re- 
elected in 1952, 1958, and 1964. 

During his almost 25 years in the U.S. 
Senate, Senator Holland had missed 
only a tiny fraction of the thousands of 
record votes — and those for the most 
part occurred when he was excused from 
the Senate to be away from Washing - 
i on on official business. 

The Senator serves on three important 
standing committees : Agriculture and 
Forestry, Appropriations and Aeronau- 
tical and Space Sciences Committee. 

There are simply too many legislative 
accomplishments we could speak of con- 
cerning Senator Holland in my allotted 
time. But, I will mention a few areas 
only: 

Senator Holland fought the poll tax 
throughout his distinguished career. He 
first introduced a constitutional amend- 
ment to prohibit it in Federal elections in 
1949 and reintroduced it in succeeding 
(Congresses. In 1962, finally, it was ap- 
proved by Congress and sent to the 
States, In 1964, it was ratified by the req- 
uisite number of States and became the 
24th amendment to our Constitution. 

The Tidelands Act which restored to 
the States the property rights in sub- 
merged coastal belts lying within the 
State’s boundaries. Senator Holland per- 
sonally argued the constitutionality of 
l, he Tidelands Act before the Supreme 
Court in 1959. 

Senator Holland is, as we know, the 
father of our uniquely beautiful Ever- 
glades National Park. It was his fore- 
sight as Governor of Florida which pre- 
served it; it was he who sponsored the 
Federal legislation which made it a na- 
tional park and fixed its boundaries. 

Senator Holland took a leadership role 
in the central and southern Florida flood 
control project, and in many other rivers 
and harbors projects which have proven 
to be of enormous benefit both to Florida 
and to the Nation. 

Senator Holland played a large role in 
the Highway Act Of 1956 which started 
our interstate highway program. 

As my colleagues know, I could go on 
and on with a recitation of accomplish- 
ments, but our time is short and I know 
my colleagues wish to speak also. 

But let me say this: 

Mr. President, my prayer is that the 
Senate of the United States will, in the 
years ahead, be graced by the presence 
of other patriots and statesmen of the 
caliber of Spessard Holland. 

Senator Holland’s long and honor- 
able service to the Nation and to the 
State of Florida can never be forgotten. 
For almost 25 years, he has given this 
Chamber the benefit of his wisdom, his 
experience, and ’bis mature judgment. 
The Senate is infinitely richer because 
of his presence. 

In many ways, the distinguished senior 
Senator from Florida is the embodiment 
of an ideal — the personification of the 
qualities which the American people hope 
to find in their own Senator : dignity, cer- 
tainty, and courtesy, but also’scrupulous 


integrity: perception or the broad issues 
and at the same time attention to detail ; 
diligence and the mastery of public is- 
sues — that is the product of long hours 
of preparation; independence ana the 
willingness to speak his mind, regardless 
of which of our great political parties 
controls the White House; firmness of 
matters of principle and, at the same 
time, gentleness and respect for the 
honest opinions which are different from 
his own. There is not a Member of the 
Senate now who does not respect and 
esteem Spessard Holland. And, Senator 
Holland has earned that respect, by the 
example he has set and by the manner 
in which he has conducted himself. 

We cannot hope to summarize in a 
few moments Spessard Holland's record 
of service and accomplishments in the 
U.S. Senate, or as Governor of Florida 
before that. 

We can, however, mention a few of the 
qualities which have distinguished the 
Senator during his long and honorable 
legislature career: 

He is a man of honor and integrity. 

He is a man of principle, whose word 
is his bond. 

He is a scholar and man of wide learn- 
ing and great understanding. 

He is a patriot, and a man of great 
strength. 

At the same time, he is gentle and 
compassionate. 

First, last, and always, Senator Hol- 
land is a gentleman. 

And now, rich in honors, in friend- 
ships, in the esteem of his colleagues, 
Senator Holland is leaving Washington. 

Our State and our Nation are richer, 
sir, because you have chosen to sene 
them. We are now, and we always will 
be, in your debt. 

Your colleagues thank you for your 
service to Florida and to our country; we 
wish for you, Senator Holland, and for 
your wonderful lady, Mary, good health, 
and God’s blessing for a wonderful re- 
tirement. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent to have printed in the Record cer- 
tain newspaper editorials and articles. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr President, X ask 
unanimous consent that the Record l)e 
kept open until the adjournment of this 
Congress for the inclusion of written 
statements by our colleagues who are not 
present at this moment and who may 
wish to file at a later day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I further 
ask unanimous consent that our tributes 
to Senator Holland on this occasion be 
collected and suitably bound and in- 
scribed for presentation to our beloved 
colleague. 

The PRESIDING OlHTCER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the Record, 
as follows: 

[From the Orlando (Fla.) Sentinel, 
Nov. 14, 19691 

Senator Spessard Holland Has Earned the 
Gratitude op Every Floridian 

Whatever their party, Floridians have rea- 
son to be grateful to retiring TJ.S. Sen. Spes- 
sard L. Holland for his long, faithful and 
distinguished service to his state and the 
nation. 
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; LAIRB'TO CONSULT 
j ABRAMS ON TROOPS 


| To Visit Saigon Next Month j 
| —May Speed Withdrawal 

f By WILLIAM BEECHER 

[ ; Special to The New York Time* 

WASHINGTON, Dec. 15— 
Secretary of Defense Melvin R. 
laird announced today that lie 
would visit South Vietnam 


early next month to confer 
with' Gen. Creighton W. 
Abrarts, the American field 
commander, on the prospect 
for troop reductions. 

A well placed Pentagon offi- 
cial explained later that the 
principal purpose of the trip 
would he to determine whether j 
United States withdrawals 
could safeiy be stepped up by 
some “thousands" over the 
first half of next year. 

Under a plan announced by 
President Nixon last spring, the 
number of United States troops 
in Vietnam is scheduled to drop 
to 284,000 men by May 1. The 
current number is 343,700. 

Pentagon sources said Mr. 
Laird wanted to discuss with 
General Abrams whether this 
withdrawal goal could be in- 
creased before making a rec- 
ommendation to the President. 

Disclaims Policy Change 
’ In a Pentagon news confer- 
ence, Mr. Laird also makes 
these points: . . 

“There has been no basic 
change of policy” regarding the 
bombing of North Vietnam 
from that of the previous Ad- 
ministration. 

*IPlans have been completed, 
with details to be announced 
within a week, for the destruc- 
tion of biological weapons. Pres- 
ident Nixon said in November, 
1963, the the United Mates 
would never use germ Weapons 
and pledged the destruction of 
our germ warfare stockpile at 
Pine Bluff, Ark. Sources report 
that agents stockpiled include 
tularemia, Q fever, anthrax and 
Venezuelan equine .encephalitis. 
The stock? also reportedly in- 
clude 45,600 bullets and darts 
containing botulinum toxin. 


*IThe -Pentagon consulted 
with the Central Intelligence 
agen'cy Oft a continuing oasis 
from' last May on plans for the 
raid 1 on the prisoner of war 
camp ait Sontay in North Viet- 
nam and that agency did not 
suggest it had evidence there 
ivere.no Americans at Sontay.! 

Mr, Laipd said that on Jan. I 
5, accompanied by Adm. Thom-! 
as H. Moorer, Chairman of the 1 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, he! 
planned to leave for Paris on : 
the first . leg of a trip that 
wuld take- him to Thailand 
and South Vietnam. 

In Paris, he said, he will talk 
with the American delegation 
to the Vietnam peace talks. 

He said the purpose of the 
visit to Vietnam, his first since! 
last March, would be to “assess 
the progress of the Vietnamiza- 
tion program; to assess the 
military situation in Southeast 
Asia; to assess the military 
assistance programs; and also 
to confer with General Abrams 
nn what lies ahead as far as 
further troop reductions, and 
an 'bn-the-ground assessment of 
the military situation in South- 
east Asia.” 

Mr. Laird declined to specu- 
late on the pace or extent of 
future withdrawals, but he said: 
“There is nothing developing 
militarily that would cause us 
not: to meet or beat the May 1 
troop announcement.” 

Pentagon sources said there 
were at least two ways in 
which larger withdrawals might 
be handled. This could be done 
either by establishing a higher 
goal for May 1, they say, or by 
announcing a new timetable to 
extend through June 30. 

If the new timetable is se- 
lected, one ranking source said, 
the total withdrawal likely 
would be greater than simply 1 
continuing the force reductions! 
at the previous average about; 
12,000 men a month. 

Sources said that General 
Abrams would prefer to keep 
; withdrawals low over the next 
few months of dry weather to 
see " Whether the North Viet- 
namese attempt a major offen- 
sive. I 
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THE EVENING STAR 


Laird Says T roops Stay 
Until POWs Are Free 

Defense Secretary Melvin R.IGen. Creighton Obrams, com- 
Laird, re-emphasizing the ad- mander of U.S. forces in. Viet- 
ministration’s concern over theLjja_m, on future troop reductions 


future of prisoners of war held/ 
by North Vietnam, said todajj 
that “until the prisoners are rej 
leased, there will be no total anq 
combat operations in Vietnam' 
forces in South Vietnam.” 

Laird told a Pentagon pressq 
conference: “We are going to 
maintain a U.S. presence until a 
satisfactory solution can be ne- 
gotiated for the POW problem.” 

Administration officials have, 
in the past, referred to the 
probability of a residual level of 
troop strength in the area of 
50,000-60,000 men after this coun- 
try has concluded its active 


The secretary was questioned 
closely about reported discrep- 
ancies between accounts of the 
degree of consultation between 
the Pentagon and CIA during 
the planning and execution of 
the Son Tay raid. 

“I drew on all elements of 
our intelligence community,” 
Laird said. Seeking to end spec- 
ulation that Helms had been in- 
iformed in the early stages of 
the planning but not immediate- 
ly prior to the raid, Laird said 
he and Helms sat together in 
the Defense secretary’s Penta- 
gon office and awaited first 


uy nas uuncmucu no uiuce «uiu ayy emeu, mm 

combat operationsi n Vietnam.! reports of developments as the 
Touching on a variety of other! rescue helicopters took off and 
issues, Laird told newsmen: I as the raid was carried out. 

• He and Admiral Thomas Chairman J. William Ful- 
Moorer, chairman of the Join! bright of the Senate 1 Foreign 
Chiefs of Staff, will leave Jan. a Relations Committee last week 
for a meeting with U.S. negotial charged that Helms was not 
tors at the peace talks in Paris! consulted about the Son Tay 
then proceed to Thailand anq raid. 

South Vietnam for additional . . 

discussions on the future of the * 
war. 

• The Defense Department will 
soon announce a new program 
for the disposal of biological and 
toxic weapons. “We will only re- 
tain a minimum defensive re- 
search program in the biological 
area,” he said. 

• Notwithstanding some reports 
to the contrary, Richard Helms, 
director of the Central Intelli- 
gence Agency, was fully inform- 
ed and consulted on all develop- 
ments leading up to last month’s 
unsuccessful attempt to recover 
American prisoners of war at 
Son Tay in North Vietnam. 

Laird said his forthcoming 
trip was designed to assess the 
Vietnamization program, the 
military situation, and the mili- 
tary assistance program in 
South Vietnam. In addition, he 
said he planned to confer with 
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tion (b) shall be effective after June 30, 

ion. ' . 

(2) In the case of funds appropriated to 
carry out programs under the Library Serv- 
ices and Construction Act for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1971, each State is author- 
ized, in accordance' with regulations of the 
Commissioner of Education, to use a portion 
of its allotment for the development of such 
plans as may be required by such Act, as 
amended by subsection (b) . 

AMENDMENTS, TO THE ADULT EDUCATION ACT 

Sec. 3. (a) Effective oh and after July 1, 
196(9, section 305(a) of the Adult Education 
Act Is amended — ’ ' . 

(1) by striking out in the first sentence 
“any fiscal year” and inserting in lieu there- 
of “the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, and 
for any succeeding fiscal year”; and 

(2) by inserting at the end thereof the 
following new sentence: “Prom the sums 
available for purposes of section 304(b) for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and the 
succeeding fiscal year, the Commissioner 
shall make allotments in accordance with 
section 305(a) of the Adult Education Act of 
1968 as in effect on June 30, 1969.” 

(to) Section 312(b) of the Adult Educa- 
tion Act is amended by inserting at the end 
thereof the following new sentence: “For the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970, and the suc- 
ceeding fiscal year, nothing in this subsec-' 
tion shall be. construed to prohibit the use' 
of any amounts appropriated pursuant to 
this Act to pay such costs, subject to such 
limitations as the Commissioner may pre- 
sortbe.” 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I recom-' 
mend that the Senate concur’ in the 
House Amendment to S. 3318. I do this 
with a great deal of reluctance, because 
some of the provisions in the House 
amendment are unclear. However, the 
pressure of adjournment is such that I 
do not want to risk killing the bill by 
requiring a conference. Therefore, 1 
have had consultations with the Chair- 
man of the House Committee on Educa- 
tion and Labor with respect to some of 
the more confusing aspects of the House 
amendment. 


, The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Rhode Island. 

The motion was agreed to. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre- 
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had agreed to the report of the commit- 
tee of conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 18515) 
making appropriations for the Depart- 
ments of Labor, and Health, Education, 
and Welfare, and related agencies, for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971, and 
for other purposes; that the House re- 
ceded from its disagreement to the 
amendments of the Senate numbered 25 
and 62 to the bill and concurred therein, 
and that the House receded from its dis- 
agreement to the amendments of the 
Senate numbered 1, 8, 59, and 66 to the 
bill, and concurred therein, severally 
with an amendment, in which it re- 
quested the concurrence of the Senate. 

• The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 6114) for 
the relief of Elmer M. Grade; asked a 
conference with the Senate on the dis- 
agreeing votes of the two Houses thereon, 
and that Mr. Celler, Mr. Donohue, and 
Mr. McCulloch were appointed man- 
agers on the part of the House at the 
conference. 


The point with which I have the most^/ 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to yield to the Sena- 
tor from Michigan (Mr. Griffin) with- 
out losing my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 


concern is the required contents of th< 
various State plans,' and the manner in 
which they will be approved. Chairman 
Perkins agreed that the intent of the 
House is that each State will submit 
to the Commissioner a single document 
each year which will contain a basic 
State plan, a long-range program plan, 
and an annual program plan for each 
of the library programs in which it de- 
sires to participate, and that if each of 
those plans conforms with the require- 
ments of the law, the Commissioner will 
approve the basic State plan for that 
State. This intent is borne out by para- 
graph 1 of section 6(c), which provides 
that the Commissioner shall not ap- 
prove any basic State plan for any fiscal 
year unless he has made specific find- 
ings as to the compliance of the plan 
with the requirements of the act, and 
unless he is satisfied that adequate pro- 
cedures' will be included to insure that 
the requirements of the act will be 
carried out. 

It is understood that the basic State 
plan will include all the procedures, cri- 
teria, and policies necessary to guar- 
antee that 'each of . the plans are in 
conformity with the law. 

Mr. President, I move that the Senate 
concur in the House amendment. 


A PROPOSAL FOR UNILATERAL POW 
RELEASE 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, it was a 
' month ago today that I conferred in 
Paris with North Vietnam’s Delegate 
General to France, Mai Van Bo. 

Among other proposals, I strongly 
urged that, before Christmas, his gov- 
ernment should release the sick and 
wounded Americans who are held cap- 
tive in North Vietnam. The Delegate 
General, with whom I talked for more 
than an hour, said he would pass my 
proposals on to the Hanoi Government. 

It is more in sadness than surprise 
that I must now report, 10 days before 
Christmas, that there has been no re- 
sponse from the North Vietnamese con- 
cerning any of the proposals. 

’ My efforts have been only part of a 
broad, determined crusade in this coun- 
try, official and unofficial, to persuade the 
Communists to improve their treatment 
of prisoners in Southeast Asia, to provide 
a full accounting of missing men, and to 
bring about the release of all prisoners by 
both sides. 

Mr. President, I believe the time has 
come for our side to take a giant step 
toward resolution of this distressing pris- 
oner of war problem. I propose, on my 


own initiative and responsibility as. a 
Senator, concerned'like most Americans 
for the fate of prisoners in the Southeast 
Asia war, that: Our side release unilat- 
erally at least 1,500 able-bodied- North 
Vietnamese Army prisoners of war in 
addition to all who may be sick and 
wounded. 

Of course, I do not advocate forced 
repatriation. We should ask an impar- 
tial international body, like the Interna- 
tional Red Cross, to interview the North 
Vietnamese and determine which men 
wish to return. 

It would seem to make sense that pris- 
oners held the longest should be released 
first. And I suggest that the prisoners be 
released well before Tet, the Vietnamese 
New Year, which comes at the end of 
January. 

Such a dramatic, humanitarian ini- 
tiative would create, worldwide, an ex- 
pectation of response in kind by the 
Communist side. 

In recent weeks, events have focused 
increasing attention on this anguishing 
prisoner problem. As pari, of his October 
7 peace initiative, President Nixon pro- 
posed the immediate and unconditional 
release by both sides of all prisoners of 
war. 

On November 21, freedom-loving 
people were heartened by the daring, 
though unsuccessful, rescue mission di- 
rected at the Son Tay prisoner of war 
camp in North Vietnam. 

Last week the United Nations General 
Assembly adopted, by a large majority, 
a resolution calling for compliance by all 
parties with the Geneva Convention on 
prisoners of war. In particular, the res- 
olution focused upon article 109 of the 
convention which requires immediate 
repatriation of all seriously sick or 
wounded prisoners, and which also rec- 
ommends repatriation or internment in 
a neutral country of other prisoners of 
war who have been held in captivity for 
a long period of time. 

Last Thursday in Paris, the United 
States and South Vietnam offered Hanoi 
the opportunity to exchange some 8,200 
North Vietnamese held in South Vietnam 
for a far fewer number of United States, 
South Vietnamese, and other free world 
personnel. That offer was rebuffed. 

At the Paris peace talks, our repre- 
sentatives have continually pressed for 
the release by both sides of the seriously 
sick and wounded prisoners, as clearly 
required by the convention. 

But North Vietnam lias cruelly re- 
jected this and other proposals, revealing 
an almost incredible indifference to the 
fate of its own soldiers. 

Notwithstanding North Vietnam's in- 
transigence, the Government of South 
Vietnam, to its great credit, has pro- 
ceeded with the unilateral repatriation 
of sick, and wounded North Vietnamese 
prisoners who have indicated a desire to 
return to the North, 

The most recent unilateral release was 
in July 1970, when the South Vietnamese 
Government returned 62 such sick and 
wounded, prisoners and, in the . process, 
voluntarily gave up three boats because 
North Vietnam ieiU5?d to pe.rmit the In- 
ternational Red, Cross or any other for- 
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eign personnel to accompany the prison - 
ers on their brief trip to shore. 

Mr. President, the need to relieve the 
plight of prisoners of war becomes mere 
urgent with each passing day. There 
were unofficial reports last month that 
a number of Americans have died in cap- 
tivity in North Vietnam. Even without 
corroboration of such reports, it is pain- 
fully obvious, considering the conditions 
under which our men have been held lor 
many years by the enemy, that some of 
them must be reaching the limits of hu- 
man ability to survive. 

Mr. President, despite the uncom- 
promising attitude thus far "exhibited by 
the other side, I believe we must not be 
deterred from continuing arid increasing 
our efforts to make progress on this Is- 
sue. We should build on the momentum 
that has been achieved so far. 

It Is in that spirit that I propose today 
the unilateral release of 1,500 North Viet- 
namese prisoners in addition to all who 
may be sick and wounded. 

Such a unilateral release by our side 
would be hailed and recognized through- 
out the world as a bold, humanitarian 
move. To be sure, such a step would in- 
volve some risk and sacrifice for the 
South Vietnamese. 

It .may be true that this proposal car- 
ries the risk that some North Vietnamese 
released might again rejoin the Com- 
munist forces. However, it should be 
noted that South Vietnam and the Unit- 
ed States have already indicated a will- 
ingness to accept such a risk. Previous 
proposals for the exchange of prisoners 
would provide the same opportunity for 
returned North Vietnamese to take up 
arms again. 

After weighing the risks and difficul- 
ties, I believe this imaginative proposal 
is worth very careful consideration by 
our administration and the Saigon gov- 
ernment. 

Such a bold, decisive step on our part 
should create a climate of worldwide ex- 
pectation and demand that all prisoners 
of war be released. 

As the President ha:, said: ' 

. . . war and Imprisonment should be over 
lor all these prisoners. They and their fam- 
ilies have already suffered too much. 


igan on his statement and the initiative 
he has shown on this whole question of 
prisoners of war together with the very 
real efforts he has made in this direc- 
tion and the knowledge he has acquired. 

I would hope that a suggestion of this 
sort, which is a unilateral action by this 
country, would help cut through some 
of the underbrush surrounding this 
whole problem. It is a very fine and 
commendable idea. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I want 
to thank the distinguished Senator from 
Rhode Island who, himself, has made 
great contributions, many of them un- 
h ailed and unnoticed, in this area. He 
has devoted a great deal of his time in 
an effort to make some progress on this 
matter. Also, in the United Nations, he 
has provided effective leadership, and I 
want to commend him for it. 

Mr. PELL. I thank the distinguished 
Senator from Michigan for his kind 
comments. 

Mr. GRAVEL. I yield to the Senator 
fx om West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
yielding to me by the Senator from 
Alaska (Mr. Gravel) will not count as 
a second speech against him when he 
resumes his discussion later. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD of Wist Virginia. I thank 
tire Senator from Alaska for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. President, I want to compliment 
the distinguished assistant minority 
leader (Mr. Griffin) on the excellent 
proposal he has presented today. It de- 
serves the full consideration of the ad- 
ministration. 

Such an act would accomplish several 
goals. First, it would force the question 
of humane treatment for prisoners more 
into the open, and make it a matter of 
world conscience. Second, it would pub- 
licize the ready compliance of the 
Geneva Convention by the allies, thus 
placing additional burdens on Hanoi. 
Third, it would show the continued re- 
solve of the United States in seeking a 
solution to the prisoner-of-war problem; 
and, finally, it would be a humanitarian 


as are needed to focus world attention 
on Hanoi’s uncivilized inhumanity, and 
to counter any international political 
and economic support which might be 
remaining for the enemy. 

To do this, I suggest that the United 
States commence to implement, uni- 
laterally if necessary, the provisions of 
section I, part IV, of the 1949 Geneva 
Convention. This section imposes an 
absolute obligation on the detaining 
power to release prisoners of war who are 
seriously sick or wounde d and who wish 
to return home as soon as they are fit to 
travel. Other sick and wounded prison- 
ers, whose health would be benfited 
thereby, should be accommodated in 
neutral countries. The parties to the con- 
flict are required, throughout the dura- 
tion of the hostilities, to endeavor to 
make arrangements for such accom- 
modation. 

In addition, article 109 of the Geneva 
Convention provides tha t the parties may 
“conclude agreements with a view to the 
direct repatriation or internment in a. 
neutral country of able-bodied prisoners 
of war who have undergone a long period 
of captivity.” 

I suggest that the United States begin 
at once to negotiate agreements with in- 
terested neutral countries such as Swe- 
den, Pakistan, or Switzerland, so that all 
prisoners of the war in Southeast Asia 
may be interned in a neutral country. 

Further, I suggest that these prison, 
camps be run in accordance with the 
practice established by the 1949 Geneva 
Convention and administered by a neu- 
tral international organization such as 
the United Nations or the International 
Committee of the Red Cross, The camps 
should be open to the press and inter- 
ested nations for inspection, and, at the 
earliest time, the United States and 
South Vietnam should begin to transfer 
their prisoners. 

On December 9, the United Nations 
General Assembly — by adopting a reso- 
lution urging full compliance of the 
Geneva Convention and article 109 — 
directly rebuked North Vietnam for its 
illegal and barbaric treatment of POW's, 
The United Nations position speaks of a 
moral justice that supercedes political 


An announcement by our side of the 
release of these North Vietnamese sol- 
diers ■frould dramatize our conviction, e x- 
pressed by the President, that prisoners 
in this war have suffered too much. 

Surely such a move would intensify the 
moral pressure to resolve this urgent hu- 
manitarian issue without further delay 
and without waiting for resolution of oth- 
er political and military issues. 

Mr. President, I hope that after care- 
ful consideration the decision in Wash- 
ington and Saigon will be to move ahead 
with this unilateral step. 

Then, more clearly than ever before, 
the next move will be up to the other side. 

The United States, for its part, vill 
have acted in its finest tradition, with 
“decent respect to the opinions of man- 
kind.” 

Mr, GRAVEL. Mr. President, I yield 
now to the Senator from Rhode Island 
Mr. Pell), without losing my right to 
the floor, 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I would like 
to congratulate the Senator from Mifliu, 


action which might alleviate part of the 
abasement all prisoners of war are forced 
to receive and suffer. 

Many American POW’s, for instance, 
have been missing or languishing in 
captivity for more than 5 years. Tor- 
tured both physically and mentally, de- 
prived of adequate^ medical care, and 
weakened by malnutrition, our fellow 
countrymen are forced to exist under 
conditions too horrifying for many of 
us even to comprehend. 

Mr. President, the treatment of our 
row's by the eneniy is intolerable and 
must be resoundingly condemned. 
Hanoi’s actions are in gross violation of 
the 1949 Geneva Convention relative to 
the treatment of prisoners of war which 
North Vietnam acceded to in 1957. 

It Is evident that the North Vietnamese 
Government relies heavily on world sup- 
port to gain its political objectives in 
Southeast Asia . Communist governments 
traditionally desire a good facade on 
their sanguinary activities. Thus, the 
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neutrality, and is to be commended. 

Mr. President, I hope that we will 
again emphasize the great concern the 
people of the United States have for the 
welfare of American prisoners of war. 

I ask unanimous consent that section I 
of part IV of the 1949 Geneva Conven- 
tion and the text of the resolution, 
adopted in the United Nations on war 
prisoners be printed in the Record. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the Record, 
as follows : 

The Geneva Convention Relative to the: 

Treatment of Prison ei-s of War of Au- 
gust 13, 1940 

FART IV. TERMINATION OF CAPTIVITY 
Section 1. Dierct Repatriation and Accom- 
modation in Neutral Countries 

Article 109 

Subject, to the provisions of the third piira- 
garph of this Article, Parlies to the conflict 
are bound to send hack to their own country, 
regardless of number or rank, seriously 
wounded and seriously sict prisoners of war, 
, cared for theta until they are fit 
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to travel, la accordance with the first para- 
graph of the following Article. 

Throughout the duration of hostilities, 
Parties to the; conflict shall endeavour, witfai. 
the cooperation of the neutral powers con- 
cerned, to make arrangements for the ac- 
commodation In neutral countries of the sick 
. and wounded prisoners of war referred to In 
’ the second paragraph of the following Article 
They may. In addition, conclude agreements 
with a view to the direct repatriation or In- 
ternment In a neutral country of able-bodied 
prisoners of war who have undergone a long 
period of captivity. 

No sick or Injured prisoner of war who Is 
eligible for repatriation under first para- 
graph of this Article, may he repatriated his 
will during hostilities, 

' Article 110 

The following shall he repatriated direct: 

(1) Incurably wounded and sick whose 
mental or physical fitness seems to have been 
gravely diminished. 

<2) Wounded and sick who according to 
medical opinion, are not likely to recover 
within one year, whose condition requires 
treatment and whose mental v or physical fit- 
ness seems to have been gravely diminished. 

(3) Wounded and sick who 'have recovered, 
but whose mental or physical fitness seems 
to have been gravely and permanently di- 
minished. 

The following may be accommodated in a 
neutral country: 

(1) Wounded and sick whose recovery 
may be expectejd within one year of the date 
of the wound or the beginning of the illness, 
if treatment In a neutral country might in- 
crease the prospects of a more certain and 
speedy recovery. 

<2) Prisoners of war whose mental or 
physical health, according to medical opin- 
ion, is seriously threatened by continued 
captivity, but whose accommodation in a 
neutral country might remove such a threat. 

The conditions which prisoners of war ac- 
commodated in a neutral country must ful- 
fill in order to permit their repatriation shall 
he fixed, as shall likewise their status, by 
agreement between the Powers concerned. 
In general, prisoners of war who have been 
accommodated, in a neutral country,' and 
who belong to the following categories, 
should be repatriated: 

(1) Those whose state of health has de- 
teriorated so as to fulfill the conditions laid 
down for direct repatriation; 

(2) Those whose mental or physical pow- 
■ ers remain,, even after treatment, consider- 
ably impaired. 

If no special agreements are concluded 
between the Parties to the conflict .con- 
cerned, to determine the cases of disable- 
ment or sickness entailing direct repatria- 
tion or accompiodation In a neutral country, 
such cases shall be settled in accordance 
with the principles laid down in the Model 
Agreement concerning direct repatriation, 
and accommodation in neutral countries of 
wounded and sick prisoners of war and in 
the Regulations concerning Mixed Medical 
Commissions annexed to the present Con- 
vention. 

. .. Axtj. ; cl| ljll. . *. 

The Detaining Power, the Power on which 
the prisoners of war depend, and a neutral 
Power agreed upon by these two Powers, 
shall endeavour to conclude agreements 
which will enable prisoners of war to be 
interned in the territory of the said neutral 
Power until the close of hostilities. 

■s. Article 112 

, , Upon the outbreak, of hostilities. Mixed 
* Medical. Commissions shall he appointed to 
examine sick and wounded prisoners of war, 
and to make all appropriate decisions re- 
garding them. The appointment, duties' and 
functioning of these Commissions shall be 
In conformity with the provisions of the 
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Regulations annexed to the present Conven- 
tion. 

However, prisoners of war who, In the 
opinion of the medical authorities of the 
Detaining' Power, are manifestly seriously 
Injured or seriously sick, may be repatri- 
ated without having to be examined by a 
Mixed Medical Commission. 

Article 113 

Besides those who are designated by the 
medical authorities of the Detaining Power, 
wounded or sick prisoners of war belonging 
to the categories listed below shall be entitled 
to present themselves for examination by the 
Mixed Medical Commissions provided for in 
foregoing Article: 

<1) Wounded and sick proposed by a phy- 
sician or surgeon who Is of the same national- 
ity, or a national of a Party to the conflict 
allied with the Power on which the said 
prisoners depends, and who exercises his 
functions in the camp. 

(2) Wounded and sick proposed by their 
prisoners* representative. 

(3) Wounded and sick proposed by the 
Power on which they depend, or by an orga- 
nization duly recognized by the said Power 
and giving assistance to the prisoners. 

Prisoners of war who do n'ot belong to one 
of the three foregoing categories may never- 
theless present themselves for examination 
by Mixed Medical Commissions, but shall be 
examined only after those belonging to the 
said categories. 

The physician or surgeon of the same na- 
tionality as the prisoners who present them- 
selves for examination by the Mixed Medical 
Commission, likewise the prisoners' repre- 
sentative of the said prisoners, shall have 
permission to be present at the examination. 
Article 114 

Prisoners of war who meet with accidents 
shall, unless the injury is self-inflicted have 
the benefit of the provisions of this Conven- 
tion as regards repatriation or accommoda- 
tion In a neutral country. ' 

Article 115 

No prisoner of war on whom a disciplinary 
punishment has been imposed and who is 
eligible for repatriation or for accommodation 
in a neutral country, may be kept back on 
the plea that he has not undergone his 
punishment. 

Prisoners of war detained in connection 
with a Judicial prosecution or conviction and 
who are designated for repatriation or accom- 
modation in a neutral country, may benefit 
by such measures before the end of the pro- 
ceedings or the completion of the punish- 
ment, if the Detaining'Power consents. 

Parties to the conflict shall communicate 
to each other the names of those who will be 
detained until the end of the proceedings or 
the completion of the punishment. 

Article 116 

The cost of repatriating prisoners of war 
or of transporting them to a neutral country 
shall be borne, from the frontiers of the De- 
taining Power, by the Power on which the 
said prisoners depend. 

Article 117 

No repatriated person may be employed on 
active military service. 

[From the New York Times, Dec. 2, 1970] 
Text of Resolution Adopted in U.N. on 
War Prisoners 

United Nations, N.Y., December 1. — Fol- 
lowing Is the text of the United States- 
sppnsored resolution on prisoners of war 
adopted today by the Social Committee of 
the General Assembly: 

Believing therefore that the treatment 
accorded to victims of war and armed ag- 
gression is a concern of the United Nations. 

Noting Resolution adopted by the inter- 
national conference of the Red Cross at 


Istanbul calling upon all parties to the 1949 
Geneva Convention relative to the treatment 
of prisoners of war to insure that all persons 
entitled to prisoner-of- war status are treated 
humanely and given the fullest measure of 
protection prescribed by the conventions, 
and that all parties Involved In an armed 
conflict, no matter how characterized, pro- 
vide free access to prisoners of war and to 
all places of their detention by a protecting 
power or by the International Committee 
of the Red Cross. 

Considering that direct repatriation of 
seriously wounded and seriously sick pris- 
oners of war and repatriation or internment 
in a neutral country of prisoners of war who 
have undergone a long period of captivity 
constitute Important aspects of human 
rights as advanced and preserved under the 
Geneva Convention and the United Nations 
Charter. 

The General Assembly, 

Recalling that the preamble of the United 
Nations Charter affirms faith in the dignity 
and worth of the human person, 

Recalling that the United Nations has as 
one of its purposes achievement of interna- 
tional co-operation in solving international 
problems of humanitarian character and 
promotion of respect for human rights, 

Reiterating the obligation of states mem- 
bers for the urgent termination of all armed 
aggression as envisaged In Articles 1 and 2 
of the charter and In other relevant docu- 
ments of the United Nations, 

Noting the obligation of states members 
under the Charter of the United Nations to 
promote universal respect for, and observ- 
ance of, human rights, 

Recalling resolutions requesting the Sec- 
retary General, In consultation with the 
International Committee of the Red Cross, 
to continue to 'study, inter alia, ( 1 ) steps 
which could he taken to secure the better 
applications of existing humanitarian Inter- 
national conventions and rules In armed 
conflicts; and (2) the need for additional 
humanitarian. International protection of 
civilians, prisoners and combatants In all 
armed conflicts, 

1. Calls upon all parties to any armed 
conflict to comply with, terms and provisions 
of the 1949 Geneva Convention relative to 
the treatment of prisoners of war so as to 
Insure humane treatment of all persons en- 
titled to the protection of the convention 
and, inter alia, to permit regular Inspection 
In accordance With the convention of all 
places of detention of prisoners of war by a 
protecting power or humanitarian organiza- 
tion, such as the’Ihtemational Committee of 
the Red Cross; 

2. Endorses the continuing efforts of the 
International Committee of the Red Cross 
to secure effective application of the con- 
vention; 

3. Requests the Secretary General to exert 
all efforts to obtain humane treatment for 
prisoners of war especially for the victims 
of armed aggression and colonial suppres- 
sion; 

4. Urges compliance with Article 109 of 
the convention, which requires repatriation 
Of seriously wounded and seriously sick 
prisoners of. war and which provides for 
agreements with a view to direct repatria- 
tion or internment in a neutral country of 
able-bodied prisoners of war who have un- 
dergone a long period of captivity; 

5. Urges that combatants In all armed 
conflicts not covered by Article 4 of the 
Geneva Convention of Ang. 12, 1919, rela- 
tive to..tlie treatment of. prisoners, of war, 
be accorded the same humane, treatment de- 
fined by the principles of international law 
applied to prisoners of war; 

6. Urges strict compliance with the pro- 
visions of the existing International instru- 
ments concerning human rights in armed 
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conflicts and urges those who have not yet 
done so to ratify or accede to the relevant 
Instruments in order to facilitate In all as- 
pects the protection of the victims of armed 
conflicts. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres- 
ident, X again compliment the able Sen- 
ator from Michigan. I express my appre- 
ciation to the distinguished Senator from 
Alaska for yielding, 

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, X yield to 
the Senator from Michigan to respond 
to the Senator from West Virginia. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, very . 
briefly I want to thank the Senator from 
West Virginia for his remarks and for 
his contribution to this discussion. It is 
by no means the first indication of his 
interest in this subject. He has been an 
eloquent advocate of action and progress 
in this area for a long time. 

Mr. President, of course, my statement 
was available to the administration a 
number of hours ago. The President has 
had copies of it. Earlier today, the Secre - 
tary of Defense at a press conference was 
asked this question: 

. Mr. Secretary, Senator Griffin lias pro- 
posed release of a certain number of pris- 
oners In South Vietnam, also 'the wounded 
and injured. Is this proposal under consid- 
eration and has any decision been made or 
can we expect one? 

Defense Secretary Laird's response 
was : 

I support the proposal of Senator Griffin, 

I believe that it has considerable merit. And 
certainly I will do what 1 can to encourage 
tills proposal. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- 
sent that the complete text of the tran- 
script of the news conference of Secre- 
tary Laird be printed in the Record. 

There being no objection, the tran- 
script was ordered to be printed in the 
Record, as follows : 

News Conference by Beohetary or Defense 

Melvin R. Laird at Pentagon December 

35, 1970 

Secretary Laird. Ladies and gentlemen, 
when X left for the Defense Planning Com- 
mittee rneetnig in Brussels; and for the NATO 
Council meeting I Indicated that X would 
come down and report to you on those meet- 
ings. 

i have a few brief comments to make and 
1 will give you a two-paga statement which 
I used In briefing the staff meeting at the 
Pentagon, which I thought might be of in- 
terest to you. 

I believe that the NATO meeting in Brus- 
sels this month was perhaps the most im- 
portant ol the NATO meetings in many yean;, 

I have had an opportunity to be involved 
with the Alliance as a Member of Congress 
and now, for the past two years, as Secre- 
tary of Defense. 

X particularly want to express my appre- 
ciation to Minister den Toom and Minister 
Schmidt for the work that they did in estab- 
lishing the new NATO Improvement Pro- 
gram; also, the work that was done by the 
Secretary General who ::ame up and en- 
couraged the NATO Allies to make a new 
movement towards greater sharing of the 
military and financial burdens of the Al- 
liance during the next five-year program. 

I think that the actions that were taken 
express a new spirit as far as NATO Is con- 
cerned. Tills is recognized In the heightened 
interest of the European allies. In the realities 
which we face here in the United States. The 
realities of the 1970's which press upon us ate 
the manpower reality, the fiscal reality, the 
reality and political reality. 


The decision which they made to go for- 
ward with this first strip towards increased 
sharing of the burden as far as the Euro- 
peans are concerned, I think, was indeed most 
heartening. This ;is. the first action In this 
direction to Improve forces and to more ade- 
quately share the burden of the Alliance in 
the last 10 or 12 years. 

I think that, this movement In this direc- 
tion is significant. It should be recognized as 
such and I know the Secretary of State 
shares with me, as well as the entire Admin- 
istration, the importance of the movement 
which was initiated by the Europeans them- 
selves. We have for a long time stressed in this 
Administration the Importance of consulta- 
tion and discussions. And I think that this 
type of consultation arid discussion process 
which has been carried on during the last 
two years has been helpful to the Alliance 
and does make It possible for us to maintain^ 
not only the strategic nuclear deterrent, 
which Is so Important ns far as the Alliance 
is concerned, the tactical nuclear deterrent, 
which Is Important, bui; places an increased 
stress on the importance during the 1970's of 
the conventional deterrent as far as the Alli- 
ance Is concerned. 

I also wanted to announce today that the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and X 
will be going to Southeast Asia early in 
January. We will leave here oil the 5th of 
January for meetings In Paris with our nego- 
tiators, Ambassadors Bruce and Habib, and 
Lieutenant General Ewell . From Paris, we wi 11 
go to Thailand and then Into South Vietnam. 

The purpose of this visit is to assess the 
progress of the Vletnamization program: to 
assess the military situation in Southeast. 
Asia; to assess the military assistance pro- 
grams; and also to confer with General 
Abrams on what lies ahead as far as further 
troop reductions and an on-the-ground as- 
sessment of the milltarj’ situation in South- 
east; Asia. 

The third announcement That X would like 
to make Is that Wednesday, tomorrow (Note: 
Changed to Thursday, Dec. 17) at 11 o’clock, 
Roger Kelley, Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for Manpower, will be here to brief you on a 
new memorandum which I have signed, 
which places Into effect a new equal oppor- 
tunities program for the Department of 
Defense. 

Tills equal opportunity program has several 
new aspects to it, and II you can take the 
time to spend 35 to 45 minutes with Roger 
Kelley tomorrow here In this room, he will 
give a detailed briefing on the new equal 
opportunities program which will govern the 
civilian and militiixy manpower problems as 
far as the Department of Defense and also 
contract personnel problems. 

Fourth, during the past year, we have 
been going forward on our review of the 
met hod In which to dispose of our biological 
weapons. As you know, one of the first re- 
quests that I made of the National Security 
Council and the hew Administration was to 
review completely our biological research pro- 
grams and our chemical warfare programs. 
As a Member of the Congress, I had felt for 
a long time that such a review was needed 
and necessary, and such a review had not 
been made at the highest levels of our Gov- 
ernment since the late 1950s. 

A new program has been established, and 
we nave been going forward with the initia- 
tives that are necessary to place this new 
program Into operation. We will be an- 
nouncing the plans by which the destruction 
of biological agents and toxin weapons 
which have been produced prior to the time 
ilia:. I became Secretary of Defense. This 
destruction program will, go forward and 
has now been coordinated in the various 
agencies of the Government, and we will have 
a briefing on the destruction program within 
the next week. I don't Intend to get into the 
details of the program as it has been final- 
ized as far as the destruction of the biologi- 


cal and toxin weapons, hut that program will 
go forward and has been fully coordinated 
and It Is ready to move now. As you know 
we will only retain a minimum defensive re- 
search program in the biological area. 

The fifth item, before we get Into ques- 
tions, that 1 would like to comment on is 
to express my gratification over the action 
which was taken by the House Appropria- 
tions Committee, the House Foreign Affairs 
Committee, the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee and the Senate Appropriations 
Committee approving the military assistance 
and aid requests which wens placed before 
this recess session of the Congress. We anti- 
cipate with the action which we hope will 
be taken In the Senate today That, we will 
have had complete success on this request 
which the Secretary of State and I have 
presented to these Committees. And we are 
delighted at the overwhelming support which 
our testimony received and the enthusiastic 
response by the Congress; yesterday’s unani- 
mous vote of the appropriation measure was 
indeed a rather historic first as far as mili- 
tary assistance or aid programs. We do want 
i/O express our appreciation for the response 
which this request of the president received 
in the Senate and in the House of Rep- 
resentatives. 

Gentlemen, I would be glad to answer any 
questions. 

Question Mr. Secretary, while you are on 
this trip around the world, will there be a 
sort of standstill on troop withdrawals pend- 
ing your assessment? 

Secretary Laird. We have gone forward with 
the fifth Increment of the troop reduction. 
As I told you here in this room when the 
fifth increment was announced, that we 
would meet or beat the 344,000, we have done 
that. We have beaten the target as we have 
done on every announcement that we have 
made on reductions. Today we have with- 
drawn over 200,000 men from Vietnam and 
this has been because of the progress of 
our Vletnamization program. 

The sixth Increment will move forward. A 
planning conference will be held on the 
fourth of January in Hawaii and the plans 
l or the reduction to 284,000 by May 1 will be 
formulated; the transportation, the support 
plans for that sixth increment will be final- 
ized at the troop withdrawal conference on 
January 4. 

We will be, of course, below the 340,000 
prior to the time the planning conference 
takes place. Our troop celling today, as of De- 
cember 31, is 344,000. But wo will be below 
340,000 at the time that that planning con- 
ference takes place. Their responsibility will 
be to finalize the plans to. get down to the 
May 1 troop ceiling. 

X can assure you that we will meet or beat 
the troop ceiling of May 1 We have never 
engaged In monthly figures. And I don’t in- 
tend to set monthly troop ceilings, so that’s 
the way we will leave that. 

Question. Do you see anything developing 
militarily in Vietnam— either North Vietnam 
or related areas — that threatens this particu- 
lar planning for the troop reductions by 
May 1? 

Secretary Laird. There is nothing develop- 
ing militarily that would cause us not to 
meet or beat the May 1 troop announcement. 

Question. Mr. Secretary, could you give us 
an estimate of the military situation, the 
order of battle in South Vietnam and what 
the rate o:f infiltration have been over the 
last six months, currently? 

Secretary Laird. The rates of infiltration 
for this year will be somewhat below the rates 
of infiltration for last year. The rate of infil- 
tration. in November this year was higher 
than the rate of infiltration, for November 
of last year The rate of infiltration this 
month Is running slightly oelow December 
of a year ago. I do not get. into specific figures 
in this area, but that Is the general level as 
far as - infiltration Is concerned. 

Major activities which are being ca: ried mi 
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by the North Vietnamese as far as military 
actions are confined to a large extent to Laos 
and Camhodia at the present time. 

Question. Could you say something about 
Son Tay, with regard to the CIA? Mr. Helms 
has said one thing; you have said another 

Secretary Laird. X don't believe that your 
question is based on any fact. If you will ask 
me a question about my association with the 
CIA. I would be glad to answer it. But as far 
as your quoting Mr. Helms, I don’t believe 
there Is any quote that could be attributed 
to him. 

Question. Without using a quote from him, 
could you give us a quick look at the time- 
table as to when you first consulted them, 
what their response was at that time and 
then again lust before the raid, was there 
consultation, was there approval and so on 
lust before the raid? 

Secretary Laird. First, in regard to the last 
part of your question, the responsibility for 
the approval and recommendations to the 
President of the United States is my respon- 
sibility. I made the recommendation to the 
President of the United States and also rec- 
ommended the planning timetable as far as 
the Son Tay search and rescue Mission is 
concerned. I think it should be understood 
that in making this recommendation, I drew 
upon all elements of our intelligence com- 
munity and on every other asset that was 
available to me as Secretary of Defense. 

As far as the first discussions with the 
Central Intelligence Agency, I believe that 
they run back into some time in May. As far 
as the continuing recognition of their ca- 
pabilities, their' advice, their input, it was a 
continuing thing that ran right through 
until the day that the search and rescue mis- 
sion was carried out. 

I well remember sitting in my office with 
the Director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency as we waited for the helioopters to 
take off at Son Tay; as We waited for them to 
cross the border; as wfe waited for our first 
reports as to whether or not POW’s had been 
rescued at Son Tay. I can well remember lis- 
tening to the clock tick as we waited for 
those messages. 

I do not pass the responsibility for the 
decision in improving the planning or in rec- 
ommending to the President the execution 
to anyone. It is my responsibility under the 
National Security Act of 1958 to make such 
recommendations to the Commander-in- 
Chief, I can assure you that there was con- 
tinuing consultation and the assets of all 
agencies Qf our Government were drawn up- 
on all along the way as far as the search and 
rescue mission is concerned at Eon Tay. 

Question. Mr. Secretary, Senator Griffin has 
proposed release of a certain number of pris- 
oners in South Vietnam, also the wounded 
and injured. Is this proposal under consider- 
ation and has any decision been made or can 
we expect One? 

Secretary Laird. I support the proposal of 
Senator Griffin. I believe that it has consid- 
erable merit. And I certainly will do what I 
cap. to encAurage his proposal. 

Question. Mr. Secretary, to go back to 
llA’J'O a minute, you were enthusiastic 'about 
vihat the Allies are proposing to' do. ‘How 
much of the $"1.5 billion annual balance of 
payments loss that NATO is costing uS will 
this make up in your estmiate? 

Secretary Laird. As far as the total cost 
of the United States forces and United 
States troops, as well as ground troops, air 
and naval forces, our cost will increase, not 
decrease, as far as NATO" is concerned. This 
is true because of the increase in personnel 
costs that have come about because of pay 
increases, and because of the increased’ costs 
as far as procurement of the supplies that 
are needed and necessary to maintain our 
forces In Europe. 

This does not pave the same related effect, 
however, on the balance of payments, but 


the balance of payments problem will re- 
main about the same. These increases will 
be reflected not in the balance of payments, 
but they will be reflected as far as our bud- 
get is concerned because of increased costs. 

We will maintain, however, our military 
capabilities in NATO and we expect to sub- 
mit that kind of a budget to the Congress 
this January. I think the budget submission 
is the first week in February. 

Question. Are you convinced that Viet- 
namization is going to work oUt leaving 
large numbers of American troops in Viet- 
nam indefinitely? 

Secretary Laird. Yes, I am. 

Question. To get back to Son Tay, you 
said you were in consultation with the CIA 
throughout this thing. Did at any time the 
CIA advise you that there was a possibility 
that prisoners might not be there? 

Secretary Laird. The situation was always 
such that we could not judge whether 
prisoners were in the cells with any degree 
of certainty. This was a matter that was 
always a risk. It was a risk associated with 
the entire mission, but in answer to the 
direct question which you pose, the answer 
would of course be “no.” 

Question. We have heard a lot of talk and 
there has been some speculation by the 
columnists regarding a return to the Cold 
War. particularly related to Europe and to 
the Middle East. I would like to know if 
the activities of the Soviet Union in the 
Middle East have hardened our own attitude 
toward the Soviet Union? And whether the 
Middle East activities of the Soviet Union 
have caused any concern among our NATO 
Allies regarding Soviet intentions? 

Secretary Laird. The answer is they have 
caused some concern. There have been cer- 
tain actions taken by the Soviet Union, not 
only as fa'r as the Middle East is concerned, 
but as far as Berlin, as far as the Mediter- 
ranean, as far as the Caribbean, that I do 
believe are somewhat related to the negotia- 
tions which are currently going on in all 
of these areas. 

Question. The President in his last news 
conference issued some warnings to the 
North Vietnamese about what the United 
States would do if they attacked our troops 
withdrawing from Vietnam. Can you give 
us some idea of the military steps that are 
being taken to back up those words? 

Secretary Laird. It’s always been evident, 
I think, that the understandings as we en- 
visioned those understandings were violated 
by the North Vietnamese, certain actions 
would be taken by us. 

I would like to just repeat, and if I could 
read this — I have made a number of state- 
ments on this subject which I think have 
pointed up my hopes for successful negotia- 
tions in Paris and for adherence with the 
understandings that were reached when the 
bombing was stopped. But since you asked, 
let me give you this added thought. It would 
be my view that “If the good faith which was 
attached to Hanoi’s effort to get substantive 
talks, disintegrates or disappears, and if it 
is ascertained that they are not proceeding 
in good faith in their negotiations and that 
efforts are being made to violate the good 
faith understandings with movements of one 
kind or another, then that decision could be 
made.” 

And that decision that could be made 
refers to the question being asked, could 
bombing be resumed to the North? 

This statement was made on October 31, 
1968, under a practice that was carried on 
here in the Department of Defense under 
the previous Administration, which quotes 
Defense Department offlcials^-These are the 
Same Defense Department officials that are 
standing right here now, except I don’t go 
for the backgrounders. I think you under- 
stand that I have not carried on that prac- 
tice. 

' I will hand you a copy of this statement as 


you leave, so that you can see that since 
October 31, 1968, there has been no misun- 
derstanding In this building and there should 
be no misunderstanding on the part of any 
reporter that listened to that backgrounder 
on October 31 of 1968. And I wish that you 
would read that statement carefully, gentle- 
men, in response to the question on bomb- 
ing of the North. 

Question. Has your office issued any kind 
of restrictions as to what personnel that look 
part in the Son Tay mission can talk to the 
press about the mission? 

Secretary Laird. I think that any of you 
that were with me when we went to Fort 
Bragg had a very free afternoon in the dis- 
cussion regarding the Son Tay search and 
rescue mission. If there was any inhibition 
on the- part of any of the people that took 
part in the raid, I would like to know about 
it. 

I do not believe that continued discussion, 
however — I am glad to answer your ques- 
tions, but I am willing to go forward with 
this kind of an operation in the future, if 
time and circumstances and the opportunity 
presents itself. That’s all I care to say about 
It. I do not believe any further discussions on 
how we prepare for such an operation in the 
future would serve’ a useful purpose. 

Question. In discussing NATO, you’ve only 
used the military capabilities or force capa- 
bilities? 

Secretary Laird. I have always felt that 
that’s the important thing by which you 
Judge a deterrent, the capabilities of the de- 
terrent. I have in my statements to the Con- 
gress always followed that line.^We are in- 
creasing our capabilities as far as NATO is 
concerned, from 1967 to 1968, even in 1966; 
we are moving the people in and out of the 
NATO force structure in a rather rapid 
fashion. As a Member of Congress, I was crit- 
ical of the combat effectiveness of our forces 
' in Europe and felt that their capabilities 
were not as they should be. I can report to 
you today that our military capabilities in 
Europe are improving. 

Question. What I was going to ask, sir, 
was in connection with the latest burden- 
sharing arrangement, can we safely assume 
that by maintaining or increasing military 
capabilities, as you put it, this will require 
that the same number, substantially the 
same number of troops within, say two or 
three thousand, American troops will be kept 
in Europe? 

Secretary Laird. I think it’s Important not 
to get tied to a given figure. We have a troop 
ceiling in Europe; the number of billets, 
spaces, are in the neighborhood of 315,000 
to 320,000, in that general area, the mili- 
tary spaces as far as NATO forces. 

We do not operate at the troop celling. 
Every billet or every space is not filled. From 
time to time, there are lower figures. The 
approximate figure averages out at very close 
to 300,000. I don't want to get into this 
business of actual count of spaces filled and 
authorized spaces, because you’re always go- 
ing to have a variance there. Some people 
that don’t cover this building and aren’t 
familiar with the difference between spaces 
assigned and troop ceilings and actual counts 
sometimes get the two confused. And I don’t 
think we want to lead to that kind of a 
problem. 

Question. On that point, what Is the mis- 
sion of the American vroops in NATO? Is It 
to hold the line for a temporary period? Is 
it to win the war over there and are you Ir- 
revocably committed for several years on 
keeping the level around 300,000 in the face 
of the Mansfield proposals and others? 

Secretary Laird. The situation is such that 
we are 'following a strategy of developing and 
maintaining a conventional deterrent, as far 
as NATO is concerned. It is Important, I be- 
lieve, that as we move to the direction of 
sufficient or parity in the tactical nuclear 
field and in the strategic nuclear field that 


Approved For Release 2000/09/14 /CIA-RDP72-00337R000300050001-0 



Approved For Release 2000/09/14 : CIA-RDP72-00337R000300050001-0 


8 20232 


CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE 


the importance of the etmvenuqpal deter- 
rent increases. We will maintain this conven- 
tional deterrent and improve it The only 
thing that could change our position l£i, of 
course, the unwillingness of our Allies to im- 
prove and maintain their forces or a move- 
ment, towards an agreement on mutual and 
balanced force reductions. 

Question, May I ask one more question 
about' the bombing? As you know, the Pres- 
ident said the other night that if the Nortli 
Vietnamese develop a capacity and proceed 
to use that capacity to increase the level of 
lighting, then he would alter the bombing. 
Are they developing a capacity or have they 
made any attempt to use such .1 capacity to 
inc rease the level of fighting:? 

Secretary Laird. They have cot increased 
the level of fighting, as far as Vietnam is 
concerned. There is some misunderstanding 
on the part of some people X know in the 
Congress from the questions that were asked 
the other day. I had it feeling that people 
think the war in Southeast Asia and in Viet- 
nam has been escalated. Just the opposite is 
true. We've withdrawn 200,000 men from the 
area. American men. We have cut the number 
of sorties this year as compared with last 
year. If you take November of 1970 and com- 
pare it with November of i960, our sortie 
rate is substantially reduced, very substan- 
tially reduced. 

So, the level of effort and the military ac- 
tivity as far as Southeast , Asia is concerned 
is at a lower level this year that, it was last 
year. We are truly dsescalating the war and 
disengaging as far as Americans are con- 
cerned. 

Question. Regarding your appearances lie- 
fore the Foreign Relations Committee, you 
have been advised according to hews reports 
to smile more and not to smile at all. Have 
you determined which Is proper? 

Secretary Laird. I saw that tie V. s report. I 
- thmk that that news report referred to earlier 
testimony when I was testifying on the 
strategic weapon balance between the Soviet 
Union and the United States. 

1 will try to earry on the best I can a id 
smile when I should and not smile wher. I 
shouldn't, but I have to make that judgment. 

I don’t think anybody else can make it ior 
me. (Laughter) 

Question. If the Vietuamization program 
continues toward successful conclusion ami 
m the absence of a political settlement in 
Pans, what kind of options do you see left 
„ 8*™ u 8 the release of the prisoners in 

North Vietqpan? 

Secretary Laird. This will have a very in - 
portant effect upon our Vietuamization pro- 
E rai T 1 ^ we are going to maintain a 

united States presence until a satisfactory 
solution can be worked out for the prisoners 
of war. 

I am hopeful that negotiations will be the 
route that we can follow and that we will be 
successful with negotiations because this is 
the way to have a complete and total with- 
drawal of American forces coupled with a 
problem 017 ® <>lutlon to ;lxe prisoner of war 

We will continue to make a maximum el‘- 
Jort m this area.. I spent this moaning with 
Ambassador Habib before I came here to 
this press conference. X will be meeting with 
Amiaassador Bruce, and Ambassador Habib 
and General Ewell in Paris on the fifth c-f 
January, This, I think, shows the Importance 
that we in the Department of Defense attach 
i/O the negotiations. 

Question. At the time of the bombinz 
strikes in the North, we were told that no 
ordnance was used north of the 19th parallel 

onf'Vi? lw Tay stor >’ dev eIopad. it turns 
on, that this does not seam to be the case. 

Secretary Laird. I don’t know who told you 
that;, I know that I was quoted us saying 
that on the diversionary ilight there was no 
bombing mission involved. I stood here when 
General Manor said that the amount of 
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ordnance was a minimum amount of ord- 
inance in connection with the Son Tay raid. 

So that the record can be very clear in 
mis area, the Navy diversionary flight which 
was not a bombing mission, the mission of 
tne Navy diversionary flight along the coast 
of North Vietnam was not a bombing mis- 
sion. It was not a mission in connection with 
tjie dropping of ordnance. It was assigned 
the sole responsibility to drop flares as a 
diversionary effort. These pilots have thc 
authority of self-defense when radars lock 
in on these diversionary flights of Naval air- 
craft in connection with the Son Tay search 
a id rescue mission; these pilots when they 
were locked on by ground radar and when 
SAM missiles were being fired and in prep- 
aration for such firings did expend three 
bHRIKE missiles. 

This was not a bombing mission, but these 
pilots have in the authority which I have 
approved, the right of self-defense and they 
did fire three SHRIKE missiles after being 
locked on by North Vietnamese SAM radar. 

Just so there can be no misunderstanding, 

I told the Senate Armed Services Committee 
in the first briefing that there were 12 to 14 
SHRIKE missiles fired. I have since cor- 
rected that record and the total number oi 
SHRIKES fired, even by the planes that were 
actually In the operation and not part oi 
the diversionary, 3 plus 8, a total of 11 
SHRIKE missiles. 

Question. You have quoted here the Octo- 
ber 31, 1968, backgrounder here at the Pen- 
tagon in connection with the halt In the 
bombing in which it was stated, if I heard 
you correctly, that the question of good fait-h 
ai Paris was the crucial factor and that the 
oner side did not exhibit good faith. 

Secretary Laird. If substantive talks did 
not result. I will give you a copy of it. Just 
to refresh your memory. I am sure you 
were here. 

Question. My question really is this: By 
quoting that are you suggesting that this 
is low the policy of this Administration, that 
if good faith does not apepar in the Paris 
negotiations ■ 

.‘Secretary Lairii. No, my point, is that call- 
ing this to your attention, and I know that 
meet of you in tills room don't need to have 
it called to your attention, is that there has 
been no basic change in policy. 

Question. If you say, Mr. Secretary, that 
there will be a U.£i. military presence in South 
Vietnam until there is a satisfactory resolu- 
tion of the prisoner Issue and that must tie 
by negotiation, are you saying that there will 
be no total withdraws,! of American forces 
except by a negotiated settlement with North 
Vietnam? 

secretary Laird. No, I am not saying that 
ai, all. I am saying that until the prisoners 
are released, there will be no total and com- 
plete withdrawal of American presence ia 
Vietnam; that the way to have total and 
complete withdrawal of Americans in Viet- 
nam, the fastest, most rapid way is, of course, 
the negotiation route. Iri October, the Pres- 
ident of the United Slates laid this before 
the negotiators 111 Parts as one of the five 
basic points for peace in Southeast Asia, 
Question. Then the only absolute point 
that must be negotiated is prisoners. 

secretary Laird. There can be a release 
and I would hope that the North Vietnamese 
'would release their prisoners and I can as- 
sure you that we stand ready to encourage 
the South Vietnamese to release all of the 
North Vietnamese prisoners. 

This was the proposal, that was placed be- 
fore the Paris negotiators Just last week. It 
did not receive a favorable response. But I 
can assure you that we have not stopped 
in ibis area and we will continue to push 
forward. 

Question. Back to NATO for a second, 
with the reduction of general purpose forces 
in ihe United States progressing, do you 
think that the present, level of United States 
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forces in Europe can be maintained beyond 
1972-1973 or must then be a certain ratio 
between the number of divisions stationed 
on the United States mamland and abroad? 

Secretary Laird. As far as stationing forces 
in mainland United States and pre-posi Hon- 
ing equipment in Europe, this is not the best 
type of military Investment, as far as the 
Department of Defense. As a matter of fact 
it is more expensive foi us to follow that’ 
procedure than the procedure that, we will 
recommend in the 1972 budget. 

Question. Mr. Secretary, do you feel that 
Hanoi got. the better pari, of the bargain in 
the 1968 bombing halt understanding? 

Secretary Laird, I have not gotten into a 
discussion of whether the decision in 1965 
was the proper decision t ■ put Americans on 
the ground in Vietnam. 1 have not looked 
backwards as to whether the understandings 
of 1968 were to the best interest of the 
United Slates or not. I do not believe it does 
us any good in this year, 1 970, to look back- 
wards to the decision of 'f,H or the decision of 
1965. 

I have tried to carry on the operations of 
tills Department and have been a voice in 
the Administration which has tried to re- 
move Americans from Vietnam and do what; 
we can to live by the understanding as we 
understand it that was arrived at in 1968 
as far as the bombing hall; is concerned. We 
have made it evident to the other side the 
actions that we will take irom time to time, 
if it is thought that those understandings 
have been violated. 

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr, President, I would 
like to compliment my colleague for what 
he has done in this regard. I have read 
the proposal, I think it is a very good 
proposal 

I talked earlier today about the new 
thrust that the administration has given 
to the whole POW question. I think this 
is part of it. I do not want to denegrate 
it because I think it is sincere. I think it 
has merit. But I would like to draw a 
comparison. I think it is a very sobering 
comparison. 

We can emote. We can feel sorry over 
our prisoners. We should feel more sorry 
over our maimed and our dead. And we 
should properly have some emotion. But 
I think that in wisdom we should re aliz e 
that the enemy has prisoners of ours and 
that we have prisoners of theirs. We 
should realize that had a similar request 
been made in the Second World War, at 
a time when the Japanese were also 
brutalizing Americans, and had we re- 
quested the release of American pris- 
oners, that request would not have been 
acceptable at that time. It is acceptable 
today because of the nature of ihe war 
we are fighting. 

From the enemy’s point of view, it, is 
not acceptable at all. If one is fighting 
a fellow who is 10 feet tail and the fellow 
is beating: the tar out oi him, the only 
way he hits to inflict some pain on him 
is to grab hold of the fellow’s ankle and 
bite that ankle. 

The fellow then says “Please stop 
biting my ankie because it hurts.” 

The fellow whacks him across ihe face 
a couple of more times and then looks 
down at him and says, "Please stop biting 
my ankle. That is exactly what our plea 
to North Vietnam is. 

We say, "It hurts to have our men as 
prisoners there. Will you please release 
them because it is the humane thing to 
do.” And it, is. They could t lien come back 
and say, How humane are vou when 
your napalm our children ' How humane 
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were you at My Lai? How humane were 
you When you dropped bombs all over our 
country?” 

We beat him in the face and head and 
pulverize his head. He then bites our 
ankle. We say, “Please don’t do that. It 
hurts." 

We take the focus of this Nation, and 
focus attention on the ankle and not on 
the fact that we are pulverizing then- 
total subsistence as human beings. 

I cry out and emote. This is very fine. 

We say that we will release 10,000 of the 
prisoners we hold if we get back our 
prisoners. 

I support the Senator on the proposal. 

Maybe it will be of assistance. However, 

I do not think that it will be. 

I think that North Vietnam is at war 
with us. They recognize that we' may 
choose to have a gentleman’s war and 
say, “At 5 o’clock of each day, we will 
exchange our prisoners for your pris- 
oners.” - . . 

We should remember that they have 
had in excess; of 700,000 deaths; 700,000 
Vietnamese have been killed. We have 
had 40,000 Americans killed. We want 
to swap man for man. God, we could 
swap 10 to 1 and we will still be ahead 
on that deal. 

Again we come back to the proposi- 
tion that they are biting our ankles. We 
say, “Look at our ankle. You are biting 
it. It hurts.” 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, ■wall the 
Senator yield for a privileged matter? 

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I yield 
briefly to the Senator from Massachu- 
setts without losing my right to the floor. 


ments of the House of Representatives to 
the jbint resolution (S.J. Res. 172) to 
authorize the President to issue annually 
a proclamation designating the first full 
calendar week in May of each year as 
“Clean Waters for America Week” which 
were, on page 1. line 7, strike out “an- 
nually”. 

On page 1, line 8, strike out “each 
year,” and insert “1971”. 

And amend the title so as to read; 
“Joint resolution to authorize the Presi- 
dent to issue a proclamation designating 
the first full calendar week in May of 
1971 as ‘Clean Waters for America 
Week’.” 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate concur in the amend- 
ments of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 


1 / 

DESIGNATION OP “NATIONAL EM- 
PLOY THE OLDER WORKER 

WEEK” 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representa- 
tives on Senate Joint Resolution 74. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Allen) laid before the Senate the 
amendments of the House of Represent- 
atives to the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 
74) to provide for the designation of the 
first full calendar week in May of each 
' year as “National Employ the Older 
Worker, Week” which were, on page 2, 
line 5, strike out “each year” and insert 
“1971”. 

Strike out the preamble. 

And amend the title so as to read; 
“Joint resolution to provide for the des- 
ignation of the first full calendar week 
in May 1971, as ‘National Employ the 
Older Worker Week’.” 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate concur in the amend- 
ments of the House. 

The motion was agreed to. 


DESIGNATION OF THIRD SUNDAY 

IN JUNE OF EACH YEAR AS 

“FATHER’S DAY” 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate a mes- 
sage from the House of Representatives 
on Senate Joint Resolution 187. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Al- 
len) laid before the Senate the amend- 
ments of the House of Representatives 
to the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 187) 
to authorize the President to designate 
the third Sunday in June of each year as 
Father’s Day, which were, on page 1, line 
3, strike out “each year” and insert 
“1971”. 

And amend the title so as to read: 
“Joint resolution to authorize the Presi- 
dent to designate the third Sunday in 
June, 1971, as ‘Father’s Day’.” 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate concur in the amend- 
ments of the House. 

Tire motion was agreed to. 
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message from the House of Representa- 
tives on House Joint Resolution 1117. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER, laid be- 
fore the Senate a message from the House 
of Representatives announcing its dis- 
agreement to the amendment of the Sen- 
ate to the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 
1117) to establish a Joint Committee on 
the Environment, and requesting a con- 
ference with the Senate on the disagree- 
ing votes of the two Houses thereon. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I move that the Sen- 
ate insist upon its amendment and agree 
to the request of the House for a con- 
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that the Chair 
be authorized to a p print the conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. Magnu- 
son, Mr. Muskie, Mr. Randolph, Mr. 
Hart, Mr. Jackson, Mr. Bible, Mr. 
Boggs, and Mr. Allot t conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 


ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from New York without 
losing my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- 
ator from New York is recognized. 


AUTHORIZATION FOR PRESIDENT 
TO PROCLAIM A “CLEAN WATERS 
FOR AMERICA WEEK” 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate a mes- 
sage from the House of Representatives 
on Senate Joint Resolution 172. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Al- 
len) laid before the Senate the amend- 


DESIGNATION OF “NATIONAL MUL- 
TIPLE SCLEROSIS SOCIETY AN- 
NUAL HOPE CHEST APPEAL 
WEEKS” 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate a mes- 
sage from the House of Representatives 
on Senate Joint Resolution 226. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
Montoya) laid before the Senate the 
amendment of the House of Representa- 
tives to the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 
226) to authorize the President to pro- 
claim the period from May 9, 1971, 
Mother’s Day, through June 20, 1971, 
Father’s Day, as the “National Multiple 
Sclerosis Society Annual Hope Chest Ap- 
peal Weeks”, which was to strike out the 
preamble. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate concur in the amend- 
ment to the preamble. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques- 
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

The motion was agreed to. 


ESTABLISHMENT OF A JOINT COM- 
MITTEE ON THE ENVIRONMENT 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
the Chair to lay before the Senate a 


THE OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH AND 
SAFETY ACT OF 1970 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, last night 
the conference committee on the Occu- 
pational Health and Safety Act of 1970 
completed its work at a very late hour. It 
was a very difficult conference. This bill 
represents one of the most significant 
pieces of labor legislation to be consid- 
ered by Congress in many years. 

The result of the conference commit- 
tee’s diligent work — and I am the rank- 
ing member of that committee and the 
subcommittee in handling the matter — 
during the past week is a most equitable 
bill, designed to assure as far as possible 
health and safety in the workplace, yet 
at the same time to guarantee fair treat- 
ment for both the employees and the 
employers of this country. 

I am pleased to announce that I have 
received a letter from Secretary of La- 
bor Hodgson expressing the administra- 
tion’s full agreement with the conference 
report, and I am hopeful that this ex- 
pression of support will do much to in- 
sure enactment of the bill into law this 
year. I ask unanimous consent that Sec- 
retary Hodgson’s letter be printed in 
the Record. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the Record, 
as follows: 

U.S. Department of Labor, 
Washington December 15, 1970. 
Hon. Jacob K. Javits, 

U.S. Senate, 

Washington, D C. 

Dear Senator Javits: I wish to convey to 
you and the members of Congress the Ad- 
ministration’s support for the Occupational 
Health and Safety legislation reported by 
the Conference Committee last evening. 

In my judgment this bill reflects the ma- 
jor positions taken by this Administration 
during the entire legislative process and rep- 
resents a significant- achievement in the 
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Held of health and safety for America's work- 
ing men and women. 

Specifically I am enthusiastic about the 
significant steps taken by the Congress to 
provide for fair procedures by means of the 
establishment of the Occupational Safety 
end ' Health Review Commission as an in- 
dependent adjudicatory body .and by the 
bill's exclusive court procedure for the re- 
straining of conditions constituting an im- 
minent danger to health and safety. In ad- 
dition, I intend to utilise the expertise made 
available under the legislation through the 
use of advisory boards in the establishment 
cf health and safety standards. The impor- 
tant addition of a new Assistant Secretary 
for Health and Safety in this Department is 
a contribution which this Administration 
intends to exploit to its fullest by the ap- 
pointment of an outstanding executive to fill 
that post. 

The efforts of both Houses of Congress and 
the constructive compromise struck by their 
conferees have resulted in meaningful legis- 
lation which I am proud to support. 

Sincerely, 

J D. Hodgson, 
Secretary of Labor. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, this is a 
matter of considerable importance to 
both bodies which will be considering the 
conference report. 


SPECIAL FOREIGN ASSISTANCE 
ACT OF 1971 

The Senate resumed the considera- 
tion of the bill (H.R. 19911) to amend 
tiie Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. 

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, I read- 
dress myself to one fundamental point 
and that is the argument that the reason 
we have to get involved in Cambodia is 
so that we can protect the Vielnamizn- 
tion policy; and we are led to believe the 
Vietnamizaticn policy is a policy to total- 
ly extricate ourselves from South Viet- 
nam. 

I maintain that is not what the Viei- 
namization policy is. I maintain that the 
Vietnamization policy is a policy to de- 
velop a mix, a level of American troops 
in Vietnam with a sufficient strength 
to act in concert with the Government of 
South Vietnam, and that that concerted 
effort will be sufficient to thwart any 
advancement of communism Into South 
Vietnam from North Vietnam. That is 
the Vietnamization policy as I define it 
and as it accurately is, because on nu- 
merous occasions when I pose the ques- 
tion to colleagues on the opposite side of 
the question as to the possibility of what 
will happen when the Lon Nol govern- 
ment falls, they do not address them- 
selves to that question. But it is a possi- 
bility. When they are asked what would 
happen in another Tet offensive that 
would disrupt our troops, similarly the 
opposition will not think of that eventu- 
ality, and yet it is a real and imminent 
eventuality and It is something lhat our 
policymakers should be thinking about. 

So no one, other than by circuitous 
rhetoric, has disputed my definition of 
Vietnamization that has been under- 
taken by this administration. That is a 
fundamental question because if the 
people of this country realize that Viet- 
namization is not the extrication, of 
American troops, but merely reposition- 
ing of troops at a different level, their 
views would be different and more vola- 


tile than they have been in the hist few 
months in respect of Vietnam. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GRAVEL, I yield to the Senator 
from Arkansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Alaska yield or does he 
yield the floor? 

Mr, GRAVEL. I y ield the floor. 

Mr. FUL, BRIGHT. Mr. President, I 
have just been handed the minority views 
of the House Committee on Foreign Af- 
fairs. I had not seen them before. They 
are extremely interesting. Some of them 
are so similar to views that I and other 
Members have expressed today that I 
am gratified arid surprised at how simi- 
lar they are. Mr. President, this is so 
important I think before I read these 
views we should have a quorum. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

Tlie PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
obection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the minority 
views contained in the report of HR. 
19911, dated December 7, 1970, beginning 
at page 17, be printed as part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the Rkcoko, 
as follows: 

Minority Views of Hon. Donald M. Fraser, 
Hon. Jonathan B. Bingham, Hon. Ben- 
jamin S. Rosenthal, Hon. John C. Cul- 
ver, and Hon. Edward R. Roybal 
INADEQUATE CONSIDERATION 
Because of its Important, long-range sig- 
nificance and implications. H.R. 19911 is a 
major bill. The timing and handling of tins 
legislation, however, has made a proper ex- 
amination of thLs authorization of funds 
Impossible. In addition, the facts which have 
been advanced are inadequate to support 
the executive branch request at this time. 
Until mid-October the executive branch did 
not know — as we did not — that there del- 
initely would be a postelection session. Tet, 
by. mid-November it was arguing the abso- 
lute necessity of congressional approval in 
the waning days of 1970 for a supplemental 
foreign aid authorization amounting to more 
than one-half of a billion dollars. 

As a result, of pressures for speed, the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee was lim- 
ited to five hearing sessions, four of them 
with executive witnesses from the Depart- 
ments of State and Defense. Just one session 
was set aside for private witnesses and only 
three of them had the opportunity to testify. 

A request by some -members of the commit- 
tee to invite other outside expert witnesses 
to testify on the bill was turned down, even 
though additional testimony might have 
taken only a day or two longer. 

Why this sudden urgency? Although the 
question was asked many times of adminis- 
tration witnesses, it was never answered sat- 
isfactorily. As the chairman of the commit- 
tee himself remarked during the hearings— 
a good case was not made for the emer- 
gency nature of this legislative package. 

Much of the discussion about the need 
for haste centered around the executive 
branch contention that unless congressional 
action is taken now money for ammunition 


to be used by Cambodian troops will run 
out in mid- January. Tet a Presidential de- 
termination of October 23. 1970, made avail- 
able $40 million to insure adequate weapons 
and ammunition stocks during the dry sea- 
son in Cambodia. Since the dry season there 
extends from about December to next May, 
it is difficult to accept the proposition that, 
the Cambodians will be running short, of 
bullets early next year. 

Moreover. Secretary of Defense Laird ad- 
mitted to the committee that even if the 
Congress fails to act during the postelection 
session, or even for some months in the new 
Congress, supplies to Cambodia will continue 
to flow. Authority for continued shipments 
could come through Presit; initial determina- 
tions provided under sections 610 and 614 of 
the Foreign Assistance Act. as lias been done 
in the past; Or under section 508 of that 
same legislation. Section 80S— which thus far 
has not been invoked for Cambodia— pro- 
vides that, following a Presidential deter- 
mination, defense articles for foreign mili- 
tary aid may be ordered from existing De- 
partment of Defense stocks, up to a celling 
of $300 million, subject to subsequent reim- 
bursement. It is clear, therefore, that U.S. 
supported combat efforts in Cambodia and 
Vietnam would not be harmed by a failure 
to act on this bill. 

The fundamental question Is how long is 
the Congress going to be asked to give ap- 
proval to executive actions which commit 
U.S. forces and resources, particularly in 
Southeast Asia, on an ex post facto and ur- 
gent basis with little or no time to analyze 
the political and military Implications which 
might follow from that action. 

We believe this bill contains the seeds of 
commitments paralleling closely the com- 
mitments made to South Vietnam during the 
latter part of the 1950's and the early 1960's. 
Those Vietnam commitments have been re- 
deemed, and are continuing to be redeemed, 
at a terrible cost of American lives and re- 
sources. With the lessons of recent history 
written so clearly, no conscientious represent- 
ative of the American people can approve 
a similar new Involvement without full and 
careful consideration, in the light of the Na- 
tion’s real interests. 

WATERSHED LEGISLATION ON CAMBODIAN 
INVOLVEMENT 

The primary importance of this legislation 
is in the funds it would authorize for mili- 
tary and supporting assistance to Cambodia, 
Up to this time. Congress has been substan- 
tially ignored in policy matters regarding 
that war-tom nation. The Cambodian in- 
vasion of last Miy was strifely an executive 
action; approval of Congress was not sought 
nor were members consulted about the move. 
Furthermore, military aid provided to date 
to Cambodia— totaling *98.9 million— has 
been given through unilateral Presidential 
determinations. Up to now. the extent of 
U.S. involvement in Cambodia has been 
solely the responsibility of the executive 
branch. 

Psychologically and practically, if the Con- 
gress approves this legislation in the form 
and amounts requested by Ihe executive 
branch, it will be endorsing the substance 
and direction of current U.S. policy in Cam- 
bodia. It will thereby come to share in the 
responsibility for the results of past, actions 
in which the Congress had no say. Such will 
be the interpretation not only of domestic 
and foreign observers, but. also of the execu- 
tive branch when it suits its purposes to 
make an interpretation. 

Many legitimate questions may be asked 
about the Cambodian involvement. For the 
most part, the testimony o; the Secretaries 
of State and Defense and their subordinates 
railed to answer those questions, or to ad- 
dress themselves to the basic issues involved. 
Some vital questions are: 

(1) What is the nature of the U S. com- 
mitment to Cambodia? 


Approved For Release 2000/09/14 : CIA-RDP72-00337R000300050001-0 



‘ScvTTaOi . 

Approved For Release 2000/09/14 : CIA-RDP72-00337R000300050001-0 

NEW YORK TIMES DATE »t f V 


PAGE 


FULBRIGHT VOICES ! 
DOUBT ON SONTAY 


Suggests Pentagon Knew No 
P.O.W.'s We/e in Camp 


By JOHN W. FINNEY 

Special to The New York Times 

WASHINGTON, Dec. 12 — 
Senator J. W. Fulbright has 
been raising obections in the 
Senate and the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee to a seeming- 
ly noncontroversial resolution 
praising the men who raided 
the Sontay prison camp in 
North Vietnam last month. 

In an attempt to bolster his 
objections, Senator Fulbright 
has questioned whether De- 
fense Department officials 
knew there were no American 
prisoners when they ordered 
the mission. He has made it 1 
clear that his questions are not 
, based on independent informa- 
tion, but only on newspaper 
articles published after the un- 
successful mission. 

In what developed into a 
heated exhange, Senator Ful- 
hright posed the questions yes- 
terday to Melvin R. Laird when 
the Secretary of Defense ap- 
peared before the Foreign Re- 
lations Committee, which Sen- 
ator Fulbright heads. 

Suggests Other Motives 

The Senator suggested that 
Defense officials knew there 
were no prisoners in the camp 
and ordered the rescue mission 
for other purposes, such as 
demonstrating concern for the 
American prisoners and under- 
scoring the “impotence” of 
North Vietnam. 

Mr. Laird protested' that the 
Senator was spreading “innu- 
endoes” reflecting on his hones- 
ty, and declared that charges 
the Pentagon knew there were 
no prisoners in the camp were 
“completely without founda- 
tion.” 

Mr. Laird said the depart- 
men had not known “with pre- 
cise information” whether 
there were prisoners in the 
camp but was “convinced” the 
mission had a “50-50 chance of 
returning prisoners of war.” 

In questioning the accuracy 
of the intelligence information, 
Senator Fulbright said he had 
personally asked Direcctor of 1 
Central Intelligence, Richard C. 
Helms, if his agency had been 
consulted and that Mr. Helms 
had said no. 


1SUP Consulted, Laird Says 
Mr. Laird said that “all in- 
telligence agencies” had been 
consulted before the decision 
and that at his invitation Mr. 
Helms had been “fully briefed 
and advised” before the raid. 
When pressed by Senator Ful- 
bright, Mr- Laird said Mr. Helms 
had been briefed “four or five 
weeks” before the raid. , . 

Preparations for the mission 
were begun in mid-August, bui 
Mr. Laird said the order to pro - 
ceed with it was not given untl 1 
Npv. 21 — the day of the raid. 

The Sontay resolution was : 
introduced on Nov. 225, four 
days ! after the unsuccessful 
rescue mission, by Senator 
Robert Dole, Republican of 
Kansas. It has since been co- 
sponsored by 39 other Senators, 
infcluding the majority leader, 
Mike Mansfield, and the minor- 
ity leader, Hugh Scott. 

On Dec. 8, Senator Dole 
moved that the Senate consider , 
the resolution, bht was blocked 1 
by Senator Fulbright, who sue- j 
cessfully moved that the resolu- j 
tion be referred to the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee 
with the understanding that the 
committee would report back 
within 10 days. 

Objection to Procedures 
In part, Senator Fulbright’s 
objections are to the procedures 
followed by Mr. Dole, a fresh- 
men Senator, in pressing for 
Senate action on the resolution 
without any consideration of it 
first by a Senate committee. 

When Senator Dole called up 
his resolution, Senator Mans- 
field was reported to have 
urged Senator Fulbright to let 
it quietly be passed by the 
Senate. But Senator Fulbright 
refused, reportedly pointing out 
to the majority leader that he 
had been “burned once” in 
rushing through the 1964 Ton- 
kin Gulf resolution on the basis 
of what he later concluded was 
erroneous information from the i 
administrative branch and he 
did not want to repeat such an . 
experience. j 

Senator Fulbright made clean 
that he had no objection to 
a resolution commending the 
courage of the men. But he 
objected to any suggestion in 
the resolution that would place 
the Senate on record as affirm- 
ing that the purpose was to 
rescue prisoners. 


The Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, at an executive 
meeting Monday, is expected to 
approve the resolution that in 
its “resolved” clauses com- 
mends the men for their "ex- 
traordinary courage.” 

But if Senator Fulbright has 
his way, the committee will 
eliminate sections in the “where- 
a s ” ..cl auses now stating that 
purpose of the mid was “the 
liberation of a substantial num- 
ber of prisoners of war.” 
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Suggests Pentagon Knew No 
P.O.W.'s Were in Camp 


By JOHN W. FINNEY 

Special to Tiie New York Time! 

WASHINGTON, Dec. 12 — 
Senator J. W. Fulbriglit has 
been, raising obecticns in the 
Senate and the Foreign Rela- 
tions Committee to a seeming- 
ly noncontroversial resolution 
praising the men who raided 
the Sontay prison camp in 
North Vietnam last month. 

In an attempt to bolster his 
objections, Senator Fulbright 
has questioned whether De- 
fense Department officials 
knew there were no American 
prisoners when they ordered 
the mission. He has made it 
clear that his questions are not 
based, on independent, informa- 
tion, but only on newspaper 
articles published after the un- 
successful mission. 

In what developed into a 
Seated exhange, Senator Ful- 
bright posed the questions yes- 
terday to Melvin R. Laird when 
the Secretary of Defense ap- 
peared before the Foreign Re- 
lations Committee, which Sen- 
ator Fulbright heads. 

Suggests Other Motives 

The - Senator suggested that 
Defense officials knew there 
were no prisoners in the camp 
and ordered the rescue mission 
for other purposes, such as 
demonstrating concern for the 
American prisoners and under- 
scoring the “impotence” of 
North Vietnam. 

Mr. Laird protested that the 
Senator was spreading “'innu- 
endoes” reflecting on his hones- 
ty, and declared that charges 
the Pentagon knew there were 
no prisoneis in the camp were 
“completely without founda- 
tion.” ' • I 

Mr. Laird said the depart-; 
men'had not known "with pre- 1 
cise information” whether! 
there were prisoners in the 
camp but was “convinced” the 
mission had a “50-50 chance of 
returning prisoners of war.” 

In questioning the accuracy 
of the intelligence information, 
Senator Fulbright said he had 
personally asked Direcctor of 
Central Intelligence, Richard C. 
Helms, if his agency had been 
consulted and that Mr. Helms 
had said no. ...... 


‘AU’ Co: (Suited; Laird Says 

Mr. Laird said that “all in- 
telligence agencies” had been 
consulted before the decision 
and that at his invitation Mr. 
Helms bad been “fully briefed 
and advised” before the raid. 
When pressed by Senator Ful- 
bright, Mr- Laird said Mr. Helms 
had been briefed “four or five 
weeks” before the raid. 

Preparations for the mission 
were begun in mid-August, but 
Mr. Laird said the order to pro- 
ceed with it was not given until 
Nov. 21-— the day of the raid. 

The Sontay resolution was 
introduced on Nov. 225, four- 
days after the unsuccessful 
fescue mission, by Senator 
Robert Dole, Republican of 
Kansas. It has since been co- 
sponsored by 39 other Senators, 
including the majority leader, 
Mike Mansfield, and the minor- 
ity leader, Hugh Scott. 

On Dec. 8, Senator Dole 
moved that the Senate consider 
the resolution, but was blocked 
by Senator Fulbright, who suc- 
cessfully moved that the resolu- 
tion be referred to the Senate 
Foreign Relations Committee 
with the understanding that the 
committee would report, back 
within 10 days. 

Objection to Procedures 

In part. Senator Fulbright’s 
objections are 'to the procedures 
■followed by. Mr. Dole, a fresh- 
men Senator, in pressing for 
Senate action on the resolution 
without any consideration of it 
first by a Senate committee. 

When Senator Dole called up 
his resolution. Senator Mans- 
field was reported to have 
urged Senator Fulbright to let 
it quietly be passed by the 
Senate. But Senator Fulbright 
refused, reportedly pointing out 
to the majority leader that he 
had been “burned once” in 
rushing through the 1934 Ton- 
kin Gulf resolution on the basis 
of what he later concluded was 
erroneous information from the 
administrative branch and he 
did not want to repeat such an 
experience. 

Senator Fulbright made clean 
that he had no . objection to 
a resolution commending the 
courage of the men. But lie 
objected to any suggestion in 
the resolution that would place: 
the Senate on record as affirm- 
ing that the purpose was to 
rescue prisoners. 

The Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, o.t an executive 
meeting Monday, is expected to 


approve the resolution that in 
its “resolved” clauses coin-; 
mends the men for their “ex- 
traordinary courage.” 

But if Senator Fulbright has 
his way, the committee will 
eliminate sections in the “where- 
as” clauses now staling that 
the purpose of the raid was “the 
liberation of a substantial num- 
ber of prisoners .of war.” 
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By George C. Wilson 

"Washington Post Stall Writer 

The "charge” that the Nixon 
administration knew there 
were no American prisoners at 
Sontay before it launched the 
rescue raid "is without any 
foundation,” Secretary of De- 
fense Melvin It. Laird said j 
yesterday. 1 j 

The statement came during ; 
a sharp exchange with Chair- 
man J.W. Fid bright (D-Ark.) of 
the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee. 

Fulbright said he made no 
such charge but was instead 
raising the question “as to 
what was the real purpose of 
the raid” against Sontay on 
Nov. 21. “It is the function of 
this committee” to raise ques- 
tions, Fulbright said, "not to 
serve as a rubber stamp.” 

A resolution commending 
the Sontay raiders for their 
bravery is before Fulbright';; 
committee. He said the resolu- 
tion would go to the Senate 
floor without any endorse- 
ment of the wisdom of the 
raid, as distinguished from 
praise for the men involved. 

The 101 men who partici- 
pated in the rescue attempt at 
Sontay, a prison compound ?3 
miles west of Hanoi, have 
been decorated. 

"If . there was no failure of 
intelligence,” Fulbright said 
in a challenge to Laird, “then 
you knew there were no* pris- 
oners. You can’t have it both . 
ways.” 

“We were convinced we had 
a 50-50 chance of returning ■ 
some prisoners-of-war,” Laird 
responded. 

“I personally asked the 
director of the Intelligence 
Board if he was consulted and 
'lie said no,” Fulbright said. 
Richard Helms, director of the 
Central Intelligence Agency, 
heads that board. 

"I don’t think that can be 
quite the case,” Laird said. 



“He was consulted and. ad-1 
vised.” ■ ! 


A CIA spokesman declined i. 
to comment. 

Laird said Helms was con- 
sulted "four or five weeks ear- 
lier” at the Pentagon. But the 
Defense Secretary did nut de- 
tail what was discussed at the 
meeting before the Sontay 
raid. 

“It’s perfectly understanda- 
ble that the President might 
want to make a gesture that : 
the POWs won’t bo forgotten.” . 
Fulbright said in theorizing on 
reasons for the raid other than 
bringing back American pris- 
oners. 

“And demonstrate” to the 
North Vietnamese "just how 
helpless they are; to show we ’ 
have the capability almost at 
will to invade their country.” ■ ! 

“If you think I’ve told you 
anything that doesn’t have an 
absolute basis in truth,” said 
Laird, “I challenge you to pro- 
duce it.” 


r 
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By ORR KELLY 

Star Staff Writer 

Defense Secretary Melvin R. 
Laird says he thoughttbere was 
only a 50-50 chance of finding' 
and rescuing any American pris- 
oners of war when he gave the 
go-ahead for the Son Tay rescue 
attempt. 

Laird revealed his estimate' of 
the chances yesterday during a 
healed exchange with Sen. #. 
William Fulbright, D-A-g., of 
the Senate Foreign Dilations 
Committee. 

Aides said later that Laird had 
never come so close to losing bis 
temper in public as ho did when 
'Fulbright told him that his con- 
tention that all intelligence agen- 
cies were consulted before the 
raid; was “riot very accurate.” 

“I personally asked (Richard) 
Helms theC director of the Cen- 
tral Intelligence Agency) whether 
he had been consulted and he 
said, ‘No,’ ” Fulbright said. 

‘‘The director came to the 
Pentagon and was briefed by me 
. . . three or four weeks before 
the rescue mission,” Laird said. 

A spokesman for the CJA said 
Helms would have no comment 
on the exchange. 

The Pentagon later declined to 
specify the date Helms visited 
Laird but it was believed to have 
been somewhat longer before 
the unsuccessful Nov. 21 mission 
to rescue U.S. POWs near Hanoi 
than Laird indicated. 

Pentagon sources said Laird’s 


use of' “50-50” in assessing the 
chances of finding and bringing 
out some prisoners was not just 
a figure of speech. 

Of those directly involved, he 
said, he was the -least optimistic 
that the prisoners stll were at 
Son Tay. 

Adm. Thomas II. Mcorer, 
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, .-was said to have been 
somewhat more optimistic. 

Those directly involved in the 
planning apparently were much 
more confident they would find 
prisoners in the camp. 

AH of those involved, however, 
reportedly were 00 to 95 percent 
sure the rescue team could get 
in and get out safely— whether 
or not the POWs were still there. 

The most concerned about pos- 


sible repercussions if the res- 
ellers had gotten . into trouble 
were, said to have been only 
State Department officials in- 
formed beforehand of the plans 
for the raid. 

Before the raid, all top- 
ranking officials consulted gave 
their approval, although soma 
did so with certain reservations, 
according to informed sources. 

The greatest concern reported- 
ly was that one or more of the 
helicopters carrying the rescue 
team would be shot down. 

An attempt to rescue the res- 
cuers, especially from the area 
near Hanoi, would have turned 
the mission into a major mili- 
tary operation involving exten- 
sive bombing and strafing of 
ground targets, sources said. 


Approved For Release 2000/09/14 : CIA-RDP72-00337R000300050001-0 



fffl r- -T r-K «; T- !, “> 

f * w * 5 -■ • •• «■ — v? - * -XV 


m 


Approved For Release 2000/09/1 


2-00337R000300050001 -0 


1 0 

! 11 

i . j 

|1 ft 

0 

[1 „ 

/7- 

-Ml ii 

] (T.\ ri p 


\ 

i 

f; ; [: 


1 ;* (ft* 



X o i 

li ii 

C-ri 

i 

V 

U !■ 

b'j ii lily !j 

U & 

!! ii Ii 


J L. /.ri i ! -.1 o j 

f! 

! f-t 

A [ 

A 

?■// \„ 



'((' 

i; A 5 m h 

i] 

' l' 

J 



z ,\W A 

7 FA 

r ■ 1 



\V 

> 

_. J : 

Is \ 

i; J 
ii \i. ii ii 

v V 


u 

il 

UWiTiiilio j 


By ORR KELLY 
Star Staff Witter 

Sen. J. William Fulbright, 
D-Ark., said today that Richard 
Helms, director of the Central 
Intelligence Agency,, told him 
he had riot been consulted before 
the attempted rescue of Ameri- 
can prisoners at Son Tay in 
North Vietnam. 

Defense Secretary Melvin R. 
Laird, who was testifying before 
the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, replied that he had 
personally briefed Helms in his 
office at the Pentagon three or 
four weeks before the mission. 

The CIA had no immediate 
comment on 'the conflict in. the 


accounts given by Fulbright and 
Laird. 

The exchange came as Ful- 
bright was pressing Laird to 
make available the two leaders 
of the rescue mission for ques- 
tioning by the committee, which 
Fulbright heads. 

Fulbright . said he wanted to 
find out whether American offi- 
cials knew the prison camp was 
empty before the raid. The raid- 
ing party came away empty- 
handed. 

“We were convinced we had a 
fifty-fifty chance of returning 
with prisoners of war,” Laird 
declared. 

Fulbright then said he under- 
stood the CIA was not involved 
and that the planners of the raid 
had relied solely on Defense Ds- 
pai tment intelligence. 

“All agencies were consult- 
ed,” Laird declared. “Informa- 
tion from all agencies was tak- 
en. ...” 

“Thai is not very accurate. 

, . Fulbright broke in. “I per- 
sonally asked the director (of 
Central Intelligence) whether ire 
had been consulted and he said, i 
'no.’ ” i 

“The director came to the! 


drew on the entire intelligence 
community.” 

Earlier, in his attempt to learn 
whether prisoners were known 
to be there or whether the raid 
had been conducted for some 
other purpose, Fulbright got 
Laird to agree to supply the 
committee with intelligence, pho- 
tographs Laird had studied be- 
fore giving, the go ahead for the 
raid on Nov. 20. 

Laird insisted that the purpose 
of the raid was to rescue Ameri- 
can prisoners, but he also said it 
had the additional purpose of 
“letting lire world know we 
cared.” 

Fulbright said he could think! 
of -several good reasons for the 

raid, including the desire to de-- 

moustrate concern for the pris* | their bravery. ' 

0, ‘ eiS- J The Fuibrigiit committee has! 

“I am very disappointed you before it a bill to commend the I 
have doubts about this. . heroism of those involved in the i 
Laird responded. rescue attempt. Fulbright’s at-! 

Laird and Aclm. Thomas tempt to -turn consideration of 
Moorer, chairman of the Joint that bill into an investigation of 
Chiefs of Staff, insisted they did '-id itself drew a sharp rc 
not know before the raid that 
there were no prisoners in the 
camp and, in fact, thought there 
was a good chance of a success- 
ful rescue. 

Fulbright, however, said it 
seemed to him there was a bel- 
ter chance for the raiding teami . -. , ,, - .. , 

to “get in and get out,” as Moor- 1 ^ ,'’fV c on * : P ass ^ ule . 
er had put it, if there were no 1 1 esolutlou) ” 
prisoners than if there had been 
prisoners present. . 


“I never suggested you have 
bad motives,” Fulbright de- 
clared. “I think you are as good 
an American as anybody can 
be.” 

If he had had io make the 
decision whether or not the raid 
should be carried out, Fulbright 
said, “I might have made the 
same decision under the same 
circumstances.” 

“But if the prisoners were 
there it could have been ex- 
tremely hazardous and I would 
have hesitated.” i 

Doubts Need for Coil 

Laird broke off the exchange 
by saying he did. not see why 
any of those who took part in (he 
raid or then 1 leaders should be : 
called before Congress to defend! 


joinder from Sen. John Sher-. 
mail Cooper, K-Ky., who is one i. 
of the sponsors cf the resolution. 

“This simply goes to the brav- 
ery of Ike men,” Cooper told 
, Fuibrigiit. “If we are going to! 
I investigate the raid I think we 
can separate these things. I don't 


Pentagon and was briefed by mo 
. . . three or four weeks before 
the rescue mission,” Laird de- 
clared. I 

Fulbright broke in ' to ask 
whether the briefing could not 
have been as much as three 
months before, but Laird ig- 
nored the comment and con-' 
tinned: . . i 

“There was no effort made by! 
the Defense Department not to 
consult or to keep the director or 
the Central Intelligence board 
av/ay from this information. Y.'e 


j Exchange cf Remarks 
! Laird, • who has been angry at 
Fuibrigiit since the senator ques- 
tioned Laird’s veracity in a tele- 
vision interview on Nov. 29, 
challenged the senator to point 
out any statement where “you 
think I’ve told you anything that 
didn’t have a basis and absolute 

truth ” j 

“I made the decision and I’ve 
| answered ycur questions and I 
j think they should be accepted a,s 
i true.” Laird declared. 
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